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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

CRITICAL COMMENTS 

1 Data W t y  ObJecuves @QOs) have not been met and need to be gtven senous considerahon m this work 
Plan 

Response The sechons on DQOs have been extensively rewed m the Work Plan, and DQOs wll be further rewsed 
after Tasks 1 and 2 are Implemented. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. The Environmental Evaluatron (EE) Work Plan (WP) does not completely fulfill the recommended 
Environmental Protechon Agency @PA) gwdance for preparahon of an RUFS Work Plan and a Field 
Samphg Plan (FSP) The most sl@cant s h o m m g s  m the EEWP as compared to the EPA gurdance 
are deficiencies m (1) project scopmg, whch should mclude the m i l d  evaluatton of emmg data and 
darmauon on the context of conceptual model development, and (2) the work plan raaonale, whch should 
mclude the defmuon of the envmnmental nsk assessment methodology and a s s o c d  data needs 

Response The project scopng and work plan rah0de sechons were revlsed to the degree posslble 

2 The most obvious deficiency m the work plan, and one that plagues every Department of Energy (DOE) 
Operable Umt (OU) EE, IS an adequate project q m g .  Tasks 1 and 2 essenbally compnse project 
scopmg, as defined in EPA gurdance l b s  scopmg IS supposed to culrmnate m development of a sound 
work plan and RFI/RI effort. It is supposed to be completed as part of work plan development. Smce 
project scopmg has not been adequate, work plan development cannot be adequate The work plan that 
should be rewewed by the regulators 1s one produced at the end of Tasks 1 & 2, wth the addmon of a 
reconnatssance/pdot study as part of Task 2 

Response Those porhons of Tasks 1 and 2 that were completed have been idenhfied 

3. The EEWP lacks an adequate dwussion of the Impact and nsk assessment methodolopes In general, 
DOE has faded to demonstrate how nsks and mpacts wdl be assessed (based m d y  on hssue burdens, 
and how exposure to sum of contaminants wlll be addressed The methodology used to define 
remeduhon cntena m the pathways analyses should be exphed  m &tad The general nature of the 
&scussion precludes an adequate eValuahOn of the cntena development methodology, the uncemues 
associated with the methodology, and how these cntena can be used m impact assessment 

Response The methodology m the work plan for mpact and nsk assessment is adequate for a Phase I study This 
methodology WIU be further developed as the Work Plan 1s Implemented 

4 In general, the EEW is not clear regardmg the quahtauve/quanutauve aspects of the effort. Envmnmental 
nsk and lmpacts define one of two threshold cntena for evaluahng remedud altemves under the Nahonal 
Conhngency Plan (Nm) The EE must provide the informauon for a meanmgful evalwon, and the study 
should be as qUnhtahVe as is reasonable "lie level of quanhfic&on should be clearly defined and 
supported m the EE Those aspects of the EE that wdl be addressed quahtahvely should be defined, and 
the lmimons of a quahmve assessment dwussed. 

Response We agree that the qdtahVdqWUtaUVe aspect are not adequate, and this part of the nsk assessment 
is being further developed 

5 The DQO process should be &cussed m &tad. The work plan should prowde a solid genenc 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(contlnued) 

methodologes for DQO development. We suggest the DQO process be rewslted, and a f m  genenc 
methodology be developed along the h e s  of Neptune et al at EPA Q d t y  Assurance Management Staff 
DOE needs to provide a framework wherem DWOs can be reviewed and approved by regulators 

Response The DQO process m the work plan was enlarged and revlsed to d u d e  the genenc methodology See 
response to Comment 1 

6 The EE comxtly recopes the lurutahons of usmg biologwl parameters m mpact assessment in 
&sturbed habitats (due to then hgh vmbihty) We suggest that use of any of the standard mpact 
assessment methodololpes usmg such parameters be de-emphasued, and the mplementabon of any of these 
methodologies be quanhtahvely based. Data for malnng such deteminahons could be generated dunng 
a Task II reconnatssance@dot study 

Response The Work Plan does de-emphasize the use of standard biolognl parameters, and the plan promdes for 
development of apptopnate methodology m cl~sturbed habitats 

7 In a slrmlar Context, we are concerned that the precise use to whch reference areas will be put has not 
been fully defmed (1 e ,  m a quanotatwe context) Reference area ampansons wdl be very m c u l t  m the 
disturbed habitats of OU9 The EEWP should descnbe m detad the approach to impact or nsk assessment 
to be employed usmg these reference areas Even more mportant, DOE should  JUS^ on quantttattve 
grounds, the feasibhty of usmg ths  approach by a q m g  key quanhmve data dunng a 
reconnrussance/pdot study 

Response The Plan recognlzes the cllfficulty of using reference area COmpBtlsons m d~turbed habitats 

8 The EEWP m&cates that the ecologcal mventory stahons wdl be located at, or m the immedme vicmity 
of, stauons at which abiohc medm will be charactenzed far contarmnant burdens We are concerned that 
sufficient data on the nature and extent of ContaminaUon WIU not be a m b l e  to cud III the SekChOn of the 
final locaaons for the ecolog~cal mventory sampling, assummg such samplmg IS necessary The EEWP 
mdlcates that development of cntena for selechon of contamlnants of concern will occur dunng Task 1 
However, it IS not clear that these cntena will dluence the SelechOn of contamnants for Phase I samphg 
of abiohc medm 

Responw Comment noted, the SeleCbOn of contammts for abiottc m&a samplmg may not be influenced by the 
ecolog~cal inventory samplmg 

9. AcCordmg to the Interagency Agreement (IAG), biota sampllng IS not requued unhl Phase II RFURI As 
such, there is Justtficahon far delaymg Task 3 field efforts unhl Phase I abiohc data m avdable for 
plannmg These abiohc data are cnttcal to deagnmg the samphng program 

Response The Task 3 field efforts wdl only be started when sufficient mformatton on habitats and biota present 
has been collected to plan these efforts m deml and based on defmiave DQos 

10 The IAG calls for a baselme nsk assessment at the end of Phase I Smce only sods medm are extensively 
charactenzed dung Phase I1 complete nsk assessments are not possible at the end of Phase I Only those 
exposure pathways associated with sods contaminahon can be coved  m the nsk assessment It is a parttal 
nsk assessment On h s  basis, the absence of an EE from the Phase I nsk assessment 1s acceptable, If not 
expected @en that biota are to be stud& m Phase n) 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conunued) 

Response Although biouc samphg IS called for m the Phase II, plannmg occurs dunng F%se I The decislon to 
proceed with an EE and the mplemenmon of the bmac samphg occurs dutrng the the Phase I pomon 

11 The overall and genenc DOE Rocky Flats Plant (RFP) (ten task) framework for the EE appears sound, but 
the mclusmn of all ten tasks seems very much hke overkdl for th~s parhcular OU There is a need for 
decision pomts to detemme rf further acuvlues axe really needed, T ~ I S  can be prowded by the scmmng 
level (prehnq) nsk assessment model A decmon pomt for proceedmg with the Enwonmental 
Evaluabon (EE) at OU9 should be defined no later than the complehon of Task 2 acuvihes The EE 
process is not meant to be apphed to mdusmal or urban envmnments that harbor hule or no natural habitat 
and a s s o c d  wldlife the U S Enwonmental Protechon Agency (EPA) states m the Rlsk Assessmenr 
Gurdancc for Superfund, Volume 11, Enwonmental Evaluaaon Manual (chapter 1) that " Enwonmental 
evaluauon at Superfund sltes should pmvide decmon-makers with Informahon on threats to the natural 
enwonment assocmxl with contammnts or wth acaons designed to r e m a t e  the site " ths grudance 
manual goes on to say "Not all sltes wdl requve envmnmental evaluahons Indeed, many are m 
mdusmal areas with lmle or no Vvlldhfe ." 
Task 1 and 2 achviues should mclude screang-level assessments of the potenhal for slgnrficant 
mpacts and nsks to key receptors from exposure to surface and near-surface soil contammuon 
Tasks 1 and 2 should include the following acaviues, whxh are developed m the context of the 
conceptual model and on the basis of exlshng data and data denved from a recomssance/pllot 
study 

a Eshmates of the Benal extent of natural habitat and the pqulahon levels of key receptors that the 
~ t u r a l  habitat could support (carrymg capacity): 

b Estunates of the a e d  extent of surface and near-surface sod contaminauon m natural habitats, 

C Eshmates of the vanabllity of key biohc parameters to assess the fembhty of these parameters 
for qUIntItaUVe Impact assessment and hypothem teshng 

d. Assessment of the potenhal for popdahons of key receptors to be adversely affected from 
exposure to surface and near-surface sod contammahon m the context of the expected narrow, 
lmear pattern of contammatton @mted banks of contammatton along pipehe trenches) and the 
sue of the ranges and aChVity patterns of popdahons of key receptors. 

e Assessment of the ablllty to llnk contanunant hssue burdens wth the sources addressed m OU9, 
and 

f Assessment of the potenhal for transport of contaminants from OU9 to ~ t u r a l  areas m other OUs 
where key recepMfs could be significantly exposed 

8 The ecolog~cal assessment endpoints and measurement endpomts should be clearly defmed on the 
bass of PARCC parameters The endpoints should mclude the level of reducuon m key receptor 
populat~ons that is judged to represent a sl@icant effect 

Response The aChViUeS planned dunng Tasks 1 and 2 included the items dehneated above These detaded achvlues 
are an itemve process that will be conhnued to be addressed throughout the EE implementahon Other resultant 
tasks uasks 3 through 10) may or may not be implemented based on decmon processes using informauon developed 
dunng Task 1 and 2, includmg the decision to proceed with an EE 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conunued) 

12 The EEWP idenmes the need for mrdmat~on and mtegrahOn of data co~echon aChvlhet3 wth the EEWPs 
bemg conducted for OUs 1,4,5, and 6 However, the management plan and protocols for reallzmg this 
codmauon are not &cussed The II'ItephOn and COOrdInahOn of the data collechon achwhes (and 
subsequent lnterpretahons of rmpacts and nsks to receptors) among OUs assumes a slmlar techcal 
approach m each OU The reviewers recommend that DOE (1) defme how the megrabon and coordmauon 
among OUs wdl be achreved, and (2) ensure conslstency m wheal approach in all of the EEs at RFP 

Response Th~s mtegrauon and coordmahon vvlll be acheved through meeungs and exchange of data and 
mfaormahon as is developed dunng the lmplementaaon of the EE The actual mechanlsms for mtegrahon (meehngs, 
data exchange) need to be developed 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1. Sechon 9.1, p 9-1, para 1 The ObjeChVeS of the basehe EE should mclude the eVduahOn of potenhal 
ecolog~cal effects under future condlhons 

We suggest changing the "ecosystem level of biolopcal organuahon" to "commmty level of 
biological OrgmZahOn " A mphic-based model 1s very much community-based At least 
mclude a concise demphon of the "ecosystem approach to ecological nsk assessment " 

In the context of OU9, assessment of "populauons, structure, producumty, or dwemty" IS 
probably not feasible because the site IS dsturbed and the acreage is small 

In the last sentence, delete "m&vidual levels" of biological orgmzahon and replace "ecosystem" 
with "community It 

Response Comments noted and text has been m w i e d  

2 %Chon 9 1, pg 9-1, para. 3 With regard to the last sentence. we suggest bemg more specific on the 
mformahon "from the EEs" that will assist m determming the type, "and include a summary explanahon 
of how thls will be accomphshed " 

We suggest that DOE mclude a summary of NCP requuements for ecolog~cal evduahon (1 e ,  
its importance as one of two threshold cntena) 

Response Use of mformauon generated by the EE is a broad category that needs to be addressed by DOE 

3 Secuon 9 1, pg 9-1, para. 4 The OU associated with the "previous draft Phase I RFI/RI Work Plan" 
should be idenhfied. 

Response Text has been m&fied 

4 Sechon 9 1, pg 9-2, para 1 'Ihe role of future use scenarios in these EE assessment aChWheS should be 
dembed 

Response Text has been m&fied 

5 Secuon 9 1, p 9-2, para. 2 The EE obpxuves should be reviewed and r e d  Phrases such as 
"biological and ecolog~cal Charactenshcs" and "biological SenslhVe enwonment" need to be clarified 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conhnued) 

Response Text has been m&fied 

6. Secuon 9 1 1, p 9-2, para. 3 Please descnbe m derad the "weighted best endence" approach, and how 
ths  approach compares to exlshng approaches commonly used m ecologrcal lmpact and nsk assessments 

The statement regardmg uncemues needs to be supported. A methodology does not appear 
to have yet been d e w  

Response Text has been m o M e d  to IdemOfy approach, UncertaUIhes WIU be quanwed as appropate or necessary 

7 Secuon 9 1 1, pg 9-3, para. 1 discuss the role of the Phase I abiOhC ssmphng m meehng these data 
needs 

Response The abiohc samphng IS planned for Phase I and II to meet the&% data needs 

8 SeChOn 9 1.1, p 9-3, para. 3 The management plan and protocols for achaemg the mtegrahon and 
coordtnahon of the OU 9 EE with the RFI/RI achwtles at OUs 1,4,5, and 6 should be dtscussed 

The thud sentence begmmg wth "Contammahon that occurs. " should be reworded 

The role of the conceptual model as the framework for the mtra-and mter-OU mtegrahon 
acuwhes menuoned herem should be d~~~ussed The kusslon of ''Mqrauon of contammated 
surface or ground waters " should be expanded and should be model-based 

Response These comments address aCUViheS that will occur dunng the Implementahon of the EE 

9. Secuon 9 1 1, pg 9-3, para 4 Th~s infonnahon on inter-OU dynarmcs as pathways m the conceptual nsk 
model should be dmussed 

Response Comment noted, no response Conceptual models far pathways connechng OUs have not been developed 

10 Secuon 9 1 1, p 94, para 2 The Task 1 efforts should have already been accomphshed as part of the 
a =oPmg 

Task 1 mcludes mhahon of the DQO development process, but does not menfion the prellmlnary 
identdkahon of data needs The prelimnary idenhficahon of data needs should precede the 
development of DQOs 

The reference to conceptual models in the last sentence is confusmg The purpose and content 
of each conceptual model to be developed should be &scussed 

Response The Task 1 efforts that have been accomphshed have been idenhi%d m the text 

11. Secuon 9 1 1, p 9-4, paras, 2 and 3 A declsion point for proceedmg with the Enmnmental Evaluauon 
(EE) at OU 9 should be defined no later than the compleuon of Task 2 achvlues 

Response The text has been ed~ted to reflect this declsion point. 

12 SecDon 9 1 1, pg 9-4, patas 3 & 4 (Tasks 1 & 2) The Task 1 and 2 acuviues dscussed in these 
paragraphs should be combmed under a single task 

OU9respme 5 0211 9/92 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conhnued) 

Stress the mportance of the conceptual model as a framework for Task 2 achvittes (1 e ,  the 
organmhon of the mformatmn C O k C h O n  and synthesis actmhes, and the identIfkahon of key 
data gaps needed for qWnhtahVe unpact assessment. 

The mluslon of a Prehmary Rsk  Assessment m these scopmg acumhes 1s to be applauded 
However, we feel the scope and objechves of this assessment do not meet program needs (as 
&scussed m the general comments above) 

"Complehng and venfymg the hst of contammnts of concern (CQCs) "cannot be accomphshed 
unhl after the phase I ablohc samphng results are avadable The scheduhng implicahons should 
be discussed 

A decision pomt needs to be added to the end of Task 2 that WIU essenhally determme If the 
assessment of terrestnal ecosystems needs to conhnue Ths decislon v d  be based on the results 
of the prehlnary (screenmg-level) nsk assessment. 

Response The comments have been noted and m c o r p o d  mto the text to the extent posslble 

13 Sechon 9 1 1, pp 9 4  & 9 5, para. 5 (Task 3) Move the prelmnary field survey (I e ,  reconnrussance 
survey) to the Task 2 scopmg actlvrhes, and conslder expandmg, as needed, to address the needs of a 
screemg level nsk assessment for the terrestrial ecosystem 

Descnbe the uses of the quanhtahve data on community composihon coUected 111 the field 
inventones 

Indtcate that these data wdl be used to refine the conceptual model 

Response Comment noted and text m d f i e d  as appropnate 

14 Sechon 9 1 1, p 9-5, para, 1 The headng idenhijmg Tasks 4-7 as "Contaminahon Impact Assessment" 
is confusmg Do the authors mean "Enwonmental or Ecologd Impact Assessment?" These tasks 
conshtute part of a nsk assessment approach Do the authors view nsk assessment and unpact assessment 
as the same process7 

The dwussion of Task 4 is confusing The second and thud sentences are unclear 

Task 4 assumes that the COCs have been detemed, and thls, in turn, is dependent on the 
schedulmg of Phase 1 abiouc samplmg Tlus sequencmg does not appear to be feasible 

The reference to "compared to exposures relahve to RLDs" is not clear It sounds me the 
qUOhent method. 

We suggest delemg the statement that "biomarkers or ecosystem dysfunchons will be 
determmed " 

Response Comment noted and text m d f i e d  as appropmte 

15 Secuon 9 1 1, p 9-5, para 2 The pathways model approach and the venficauon methodology should be 
descnbed m dew 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conmued) 

How "expsm and level of dose" can be determmed rJrrough hterature values should be 
discussed 

Response Comments noted, pathways model approach and h t e m  search is shll to be developed m detad 

16 Secaon 9 1 1, p 9-6, para. 1 Task 6 should be enhtled "Pre- Enwonmental (or Ecologrcal) ksk 
Characternabon " 

We suggest delehng the second sentence, whch commts DOE to address the "actual or potenhal 
effects of ContamlnahOn on ecolog~cal endpomts." This IS probably not feasible, and should be 
so caveated 

Those aspects of the EE that will be addressed qUahtahVely should be defined, and the hmitauons 
of a quahtauve assessment &scussed 

Please define the "weighted best evidence" approach 

Defme "remedwon cntena." The &scumon of the denvatton of rerneduhon cntena IS 
confusmg. Please bcuss the role of the pathways model m denvmg remedmon cntena Please 
define the "RCRA nsk-based cntena " 

The circumstances that Task 6 "may" mclude prellrmnary denvahon of remedahon cntena 
should be described. 

Response Comments noted and text mod&d as appr0prw.e 

17 Sechon 9 1 1, p 9-6, para. 2 Please &.CUSS the methodology for the cahbrahon and Vsltdauon of the 
pathways models, and compare these achvihes to the model venficahon dwussed under Task 5 

Response Pathways models wdl be developed m deal  dunng the unplementauon of the EE 

18 Sectton 9 1 1, pg 9-6, para 3 
pOpUhhOn endpomts" to include evaluauon of the feaubhty of this approach 

We suggest mdy ing  the second sentence dealmg with "addIhOnal 

Please e x p h  the reference to the NRDA process 111 the last sentence 

Response Comments noted and text modlfied 

19 Sechon 9 1 1, p 9-7, para. 1 Please define the "complete data vahdahon" menhoned in the last sentence 

Response Text has been mdfied 

20. Sechon 9 1 2, pg 9-7, para 4 The RFI/RI Phase I scope m&cated in this paragraph exceeds that defined 
in the JAG 

Discuss m deal  COOrdInahOn of the EE with the Phase I aboac sampling program 

Explam how the "Addmonal sod sampbng locaaons and procedures" wdl be accomphshed this 
samphg does not appear to be part of Task 9 

OU9respme 7 0211 9/92 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(contmued) 

Response. The planntng for the Phase II samphg m mcluded m thls EE The rehonship of Phase I to Phase II 
samplmg is a contmuous process 

21. Sechon 9 1 2, pp 9-7 8z 9-8, para. 5 The statement to the effect that "present Informahon is not v d i  
and its relauonshp to the mcomplete nature of the summary tables is not clear The next sentence 
begumme wth "In these tables" needs edmg 

Response Comment noted and text has been mcx%fied 

22 Sectton 9 12, pg 9-8, para 1 Explam what "mcompmb&.y of process wastes wth the ppe and tank 
matenals" is and how thls led to releases to the envmnment. 

Provide support to the strength of the mformmon l d n g  to the poslhon that volahle and other 
organics groundwater c0ntammhon "have not been related to the OPWL releases " 

Statements to the effect that lateral and verhcal extent of the contarmnant release " IS expected 
to be confined to the trenches and adjacent fill matenal and sod" and that the FSP for site 
charactematton m Sectton 7 0" "IS expected to be sufficient for the EE purposes" have not been 
adequately supported, and should be removed m they cannot be supported. 

Response Thls mformahon was developed in previous work and was used m the EEWP verbahm 

23 Secuon 9 12, pg 9-8, para 3 l k s  Informahon needs to be dwcussed m the context of a conceptual slte 
model 

Response The conceptual ate model was developed as a general model m Sectton 2 of the RFWU Work Plan 

24 Sechon 9 1 2 1 ,  p 9-8, entue sechon b s  &scussion of COCs should be mtegrated with the &scussion 
of COCs m sectton 9 2 14 

Response T ~ I S  mtegrauon was not attempted due to the m e  frame for responses 

25 Sectton 9 1 3 1 ,  pg 9-10, entre sectton 
conceptual model, and should mclude a map@) of OU9 charactenshcs 

l h s  mated  should be psented m the framework of a 

Response The conceptual model in SeChOn 2 was general, and mfOrmabOn was not avadable for mappg OU9 
biouc charactenshcs 

26 Sechon 9 1 3 1 ,  pg 9-10. para 1 Whether the weed control measures introduced herbicides mto the soils 
at OU9 and whether these contaminants are candidates for COC status should be stated 

Deer mice and house mce are two-word common names. 

Use of a b b r e v d  common names such as "cottontads" should be avoided 

Response Comments noted and text mdfied Use of herbicides is unknown on OU9, but will be evaluated 

27 Secbon 9 1 3  1, pg 9-10. para 3 The bass that a determuwon of whether or not contammahon "is 
expected" will be made should be explaned 

OU9rerponse 8 0211 9192 



RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conmued) 

Discuss the total extent of exlsmg natural habitat m terms of surface area, the porhon of the 
emmg natural habitat that may be contammated due to OU 9 sources, and whether or not the 
potenually contammated natural habitat is extenuve enough to cause ugnrficant adverse effects 
m popubons of key receptors 

The statement begmmg wth "Due to the nature IS not clear 

Response Comment noted, but no response due to tune frame 

28 Sechon 9 I 3 1, pg 9-11, para 1 In&cate that the "thorough and systemahc survey" may be conducted, 
If needed 

Response Comment noted, and it is assumed a need for thu survey exlsts 

29 

Response These taxa have not been completely idenMied 

30 

Secuon 9 1 3 2, p 9-11, para 2 Please name some of these taxa or cite a table that includes them 

Sechon 9 1 3 3, pg 9-1 1, para. 4. Preble's meadow jumpmg mouse may have recently been found along 
Woman Creek Please update rhls mformahon 

Response Comment noted and text has been m d f i e d  

31 Secuon 9 1 3 3, pg 9-12, para 1- The forkap three-awn has beem collected recently just south of the 
m l m d  tracks near the west gate 

Provide some &scussion of the adequacy of the "recent swey" that supports the absence of 
these spies of spud concern at RFP 

Response Comment noted and text has been m&ied 

32 Sechon 9 1 3 3, pg 9-12, para. 2 The relahonship of these wetlands to OU9 should be descnbed Are 
they along potenual exposure pathways? 

Response These wetlands have not been evaluated or descnbed 

33 Secuon 9 2, pg 9-12, para. 3 Explatn how the "prdm are intended to reduce the uncemty. 'I 

Response Comment noted, redUChOn in uncemnty is a general obJechve of the whole EE process 

34 Secuon 9 2 1, pg 9-12 C 9-13, para. 5 All of these aChViheS should have been conducted as part of the 
work plan development. 

Emphasize how the coordmauon of the EE with other stu&es should be based on a demled 
conceptual model for OU9 

These "decision pomts" should be descnbed in some &tad They can be very valuable m 
lmiung the scope of the overall EE effort 

Response Comments noted, work plan development achvihes and declsion points are an mtegral part of the EE and 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conhnued) 

are descnbed throughout the document the 

35 Secuon 93 1 1, pg 9-13, para 1 this sechon idenufies the need for coordmauon and integrahon of data 
COkChOn achwhes wth the other RFI/RI work and other OUs However, the management plan and 
protocols for m h n g  ths coordmhon and integrauon are not &scussed The rewewers recommend that 
DOE (1) define how the mtegrauon and c-hon within and among OUs wlll be acheved, and (2) 
ensure conslstency 111 technical approach 111 al l  of the EEs at RFP 

The statement that "The COCs for the OU9 EE wdl be used to suggest surveys, " needs to be 
stated more clearly 

The &scussion of "Envlronmental pathways for fate and transport of contarmnants " should be 
framed wthm the conceptual model for OU9 

Response Comments noted and will used where appropnate 

36 Secuon 9 2 1 2, pg 9-13, para. 2 the " m e  frame and boundanes of the study area" are not clearly stated, 
parucularly theu relauonshp to "seasonal biolo@cal samphng " Please clanfy 

Response The parameters of tune and space boundanes am not defmed at this pomt, but depend on Phase I 
samplmg and site charactemuon 

37 Secuon 9 2 1 3, pg 9-13, para. 3 
idenhfkd, preferably 111 the context of the conceptual model 

Data quahty objecuves cannot be developed untd data gaps are 

We suggest deleung the reference to "prehnunary DQOs I' 

Response Comments noted and text mdfied as appropnate 

38 Secuon 9 2.1 3, pg 9-14, para 1 The idenUficabon of data gaps should be added to this paragraph 

The last sentence m tius paragmph should be clanfied 

Response Comments noted, but not unplemented due to hme frame 

39 (This number was slupped) 

Response None 

40 Secuon 9 2 1 4, pp 9-14 & 9-15, para 2 Move the fourth sentence beginning with "The 1st idenhfied 
before the second sentence bepning with "A complete list. 'I 

'I 

If the mihal hst of COCs IS to be developed herein, as m&cated under "Occurrence," then the 
Phase I abiouc data must be avadable Please  ISC CUSS this s h g  of data. 

The first and thud bullet items under "2 Ecotomcity" are related and somewhat redundant. 
Please make sure they are dmnCt  to ment separate bullets 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(cmmued) 

Under "3 Extent of Contammatton" the mdrcahon is that ths wdl be based on the hstoncal 
data, and not the Phase I abiohc samphg data. If this 1s true, COCs cannot be idenhfied 

The reference to the "Annual Background Geochemical Charactemon Report" for I€FP is not 
exactly correct, and the lnformaaon mcluded therem may not meet work plan needs 

Define how "present above" is defmed, quanhtahvely 

E x p h  how the cntenon for "reported m greater than five percent of the samples" is applicable 
to naturally occumng contarmnants, which wdl be reported for virtually every sample 

DISCUSS the Phase I 9011 samphng work that IS bemg conducted at OU9 to idenafy "hot spots." 

Response Comment noted and text modrfied as apppnate 

41 SechOn 9 2 1 4, pg 9-16, para. 1 The statement r e g a g  biobc populahons that "can be measured by 
contaminant concentrahons" is not clear 

The statement that these ecosystems show "the absence of species m hlgher trophlc levels" IS not 
clear. Cermnly there rn herbivores there If no camivom is unphed, please make exphat. 

Response Comment noted and text modrfied as appropnate 

42 Sect~on 9 2 1 4, pg 9-16. para 2 Descnbe the potenhal uses of the reference area. III quanhtatwe terms 

The basu for a decision on whether or not a reference area for OU9 wdl be r e q d  should be 
included 

The unphcmon 1s that, at most, only one reference area wdl be idenhfkd A angle reference 
area wdl not be very useful 

Response The use and need for a reference area is dtscussed m the FSP 

43 Sectton 9 2 1 5, pg 9-16, para 3 The bullet items do not mclude all the components of the conceptual 
model Based on thls model, mter-OU dynarmcs would not be considered, smce they represent mputs- 
output relahonships of OU9 

The last bullet item should be deleted It is not part of the conceptual model 

Response: Comment noted and text mMied as appropnate 

44 Secbon 9 2 1 5, pg 9-16, para 4 The reference to "Other models" that may be used to compare values 
of contarmnant target analytes measured III enwonmental medu to concentrahons m biologml ttssue" 1s 

not clear This should be part of the overall conceptual model Plants are medm for herbivores, and 
herbivores are medm for carnivores, etc All these interacttons are properly part of the site conceptual nsk 
model DOE is emng III segregaung the food web model from the overall site model 

Response Comment noted, these relahonships between food webs and conceptual model are known to the authors 
of th~s EEWP, and will be incorpomted mto Implementahon 
0 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conunued) 

45. Sechon 9 2 2, pg 9-16 to 9-21, enhre sectton Stress the mportance of the developmg conceptual model 
as the framework for Task 2 achmhes, and the mterachon of the two tasks (as shown in Figure 9-1) 

Add a reconn81ssance survey (mcldng a h i t e d  pilot study) to collect the data needed to 
complete the prehmary (screenmg-level) nsk assessment. 

Whether the necessary mformauon IS gomg to be avadable to select the COCs accordmg to 
cntena should be stated 

We suggest changmg the focus of the prelmlnary nsk assessment to one of a screenmg-level 
assessment used to elmmate sod related exposure pathways from further considexahon 

The use of "fUnChOnal groups" is good, and represents a more d I S h C  approach to trophc based 
stu&es 

A decislon point for proceedtng with the (EE) at OU9 should be defined no later than the 
complehon of Task 2 achmhes 

Response Comments noted and text mafied as appropnate, the mnnatssance survey IS included in the quahtahve 
surveys planned in the FSP 

46 Sechon 9 2 2, p 9-16, para 5 Item 2 m&cates that data on the nature and extent of contammhon will 
be avadable for Task 2 aChViheS Please Wnbe the rehonships between Task 2 and past or ongoing 
RI actnnhes related to abiohc samphng, and the relationslup between Task 2 and Task 3 samplmg 
achviues Also, descnbe how the data on the nahm and extent of COntBmrnahOn WLU be used to design 
the Task 3 achvihes 

Response Comment noted, but text was not m a i d  due to extennve revislolls suggested 

47 Sechon 9.2 2, p 9-17, para 1 Discuss where the final selechon of contaminants of concern and target 
biota taxa wdl be conducted, and cite the specific task and work plan SeChOn 

In general,  ISC CUSS the central importance of the adabihty of informahon on the nature and 
extent of contaminahon in conductmg these integrated Task 2 & 3 8CUViheS 

With reference to the tlurd bullet, &cuss the attnbutes of these plant and mmal species that will 
be charactemzed 

"Informmon" 1s too nebulous, be specific about what populahon charactensacs wdl be stu&ed 

Response Comments noted, but text was not mdfied due the extensive changes suggested 

48 Secaon 9 2 2 1, pp 9-17 & 9-18, para. 2 the bullet item for "Phase I data base" is not clear Does this 
include the results of Phase I soil samphng? This is an important pomt. Please be specific 

Response The Phase I data base does not include Phase I samplmg ths  response was not mcorporated mto the text 

49 Sechon 9 2 2 2, pg 9-18, e n m  sechon Please define the rehhonshIp of these achviaes with Phase I 
abiohc samphng. mcludmg the avadabihty of Phase I sod data. Present these relattonships in the context 
of the developmg conceptual ecosystem model 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(contlnued) 

E x p h  how the Task 3 InfOrmahOn " 
assessment poruon of the ecolog~cal nsk assessment 

wdl be used m the pathway analyns and exposure 

Add "Aquaac Ecosystems" as a bullet item Thus far, sufficient Informahon has not been 
presented to exclude it from Comderahon 

Response Comments noted, but text was not mdfied due to tune frame and extensive revmons needed 

50 Secuon 9.2 2 2, pp 9-18 & 9-19, para 3 We suggest focusing h s  Qscussion m terms of aqumng data 
for the screening level nsk assessment 

Response Comment noted, but text was not modrfied due to the tune frame 

51 Secuon 9.2 2 2, pg 9-19, para. 1 Discuss the scheduhg of the EEs at other OUs (1 e ,  OUs 1,2, and 5) 
in greater derad, includmg the avrulabhty of the data for OU9 Task 2 achnues 

Response Comment noted, but text was not m a i d  due to tune frame 

52 Secuon 9 2 2 2, pg 9-19, para 2 The reference to " an on a general tmpluc-level model" is not clear 

The last sentence m h s  paragraph (be@nnmg unth "Based on the model ." IS confusing and 
should be clarified 

Response Comment noted, but text was not modified due to tune frame 

53 Secuon 9 2 2  3, pp 9-19 & 9-20, para 4 We suggest focussmg this Qscussion m terms of conduchng a 
screenmg level nsk assessment, the results of whxh can be used to detemune the need for Task 3 
8cuvlhtX 

The sentence s m g  that "Prelmnary assumphons will be formed and the conceptual pathway 
will be used and tested " 1s confusing and should be clanfted 

Response Comment noted, but text was not m&ied due to tune frame 

54. Secuon 9.2.2.4, pg 9-20, para. 1 The potenhal contammnts Qscussed in the first sentence must be 
developed with due considerauon of the results of the Phase I sod samphng In thls light, it is Qfficult 
to see the value in developing this prehminary hst of COCs This work should not be undertaken una1 
the Phase I data are avlulable 

Response, Thls prellmmary hst was lncluded based on present mformaaon It will be m M i e d  as samplmg data 
is generated 

55 Secuon 9 2 2 4, pg 9-20, para 2 k n b e  the approval process for the EG&G cntena for target biota. 

The phrase "economically important m other ecosystems" should be expbed  

Response Comment noted but text was not m w i e d  due to hme frame 

56 Secuon 9 2 2 4, pg 9-20, para. 3 The use of reference areas IS probably not feasble, gwen the dtsturbt?d 
nature of the OU9 habitat. 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conmued) 

The statement m the first sentence about avadable mformahon bemg "msufficrent to do so" needs 
clanficahon 

Response It 1s agreed that reference areas may not be needed and dus IS reflected m the text 111 other sechons 

57. Sectton 9 2 2 5, Figure 9-3 Estabhhmg a decmon process is a good one, but it IS based solely on 
feaubhty. It should reflect the results of the screemg level nsk assessment 

With regard to feasibhty, DOE should define the cntena upon w h h  decisions vvlll be made 
regardmg "no acceptable method to study effect emts" and "no measurable effect expected at 
ecosystem level " 

Response These decwon processes wdl be tested and modrfied as necessary d m g  the Implementahon of the EE 

58 Secoon 9.2 2 5, pp 9-21, enhre sechon Descnbe how the DQOs to whrch the FSP wdl be conustent were 
developed. "%Is process has not been desmbed m enough d e w  SechOn 9 2 1 3 introduced DQOs, but 
the process needs to be kud out m deml 

Exphn how the " overall sample design wdl be consistent among tasks " 

Response The sechons on DQOs has been modfkd. 

59. Secoon 92.3, pg 9-21, enhre sechon The specific obJectrves of the Task 3 field mveshgahons should 
be pr0Vlded 

The fact that the au program is site-wde and not OU9-speclfic needs to be made clear. 

If the Phase I RFI/RI achvihes for abiohc medu will cover surface water and ground water, h s  
is beyond the scope h d  out in the IAG 

Response Comments noted, but text was not m m e d  due to tune frame 

60 Sechon 9 2 3 1. pg 9-21. para 5 We suggest restamg the purpose of the site charactenmuon program 
to better reflect quanhtahve nsk assessment "Vdidahng conceptual models" IS a somewhat Strange way 
of stawlg thls purpose. 

Response. Comment noted and author agree, but text was not m&ied due to ume frame 

61 Sechon 9 2 3 1 ,  pg 9-22, para 1 Data from the site-wde au q d t y  monitonng program should be used 
d m g  Task 2 to conduct screenmg level nsk assessment These data exlst as hrstoncal data, and are fau 
game for Task 2 achvioes 

Response It 1s agreed that the mmtonng programs will be useful, and these data will be used m the screening level 
nsk assessment 

62 Sechon 9 2 3 1 ,  pg 9-22, para. 3 Jushfy that the Phase I soil samplmg program 1s adequate for ecolog~cal 
CharaCtenShCS 

Response This samplrng program includes soil sampling and parameters, inclwhng surface that should be adequate 
for the ecological charactemon gwen the &sturbed habitats present. 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conhnued) 

63 Secuon 9 2 3 1, pg 9-23, para. 1 The fmt sentence indcahng that the Phase I RFl[/RI field invesugahons 
wdl be rewewed and m&fied as necessary" is not clear. Please elaborate on this unportant lssue 

Response Comments noted, but extensive &ussion on h s  important point not attempted 

64 Secuon 9 2 3 1 ,  pg 9-23, para. 2 The last sentence m&Cahng that "Sdments m OU9 are not extensive 
and are not of concern for the biota" needs to be adequately supported and j~st~fied 

Response This wdl be jusufied m &tad in the EE 

65 Secuon 9 2 3 1, pg 9-23, para 3 This "Ground Water" dmusslon is incomplete The data menhoned 
herein should be syntheslzed in Task 2 m the context of the developing conceptual model 

Response: The ground water IS d~~~ussed m greater detad III Sechon 2 

66 Secuon 9 2 3 2, p 9-24, enhre SeChOn For each subsechon, &scw what wdl be done with the data, why 
will each data type be collected, and how these data wdl be used m unpact or nsk assessment. 

Response Comment noted, but text was not mMied due to extenslve remslons necessary 

67 Secuon 9 2  3 2, pg 9-24, para. 2 We suggest momg the mihal quahtahve survey (1 e ,  reconnrussance 
survey) to Task 2 (whtch together with Task 1 define scopmg acuviues, and posslbly mcremng the scope 
of the survey to one of a pdot study 

The statement regardmg "Detaded and quanhtauve field mvesugauons. if needed, are planned 
should be expanded. 

" 

Where the "ad&uonal abiOhC samplmg" whose needs anse from the Task 3 efforts will be 
conducted should be exphed. 

Response Comments noted, but text was not mdfied due to m e  consmnts 

68 Secuon 9 2  3 2, pg 9-24, para. 3 These ObjeCtIVeS should apply to terresmal vegetabon and wetlands 
vegetauon 

A subsecuon should be inserted followmg tlus paragraph addressmg the methods for Terrestnal 
Vegetation 

Response These secbons are clarified in the FSP 

69 Sechon 9 2  3 2, pg 9-24, para, 4 The relmonship of these wetlands to OU9 IS not clear Present this 
mformauon m a figure based on a conceptual model 

Response It is premature do develop this detaJled a conceptual model 

70 Secuon 9 2 3 2, pp 9-24 & 9-25, para. 5 The ObjecUves given for Terresaal Wddhfe samphg should 
have been largely accomphshed dunng Task 2 We see nothing descnbed herem or m the following 
paragraph that could not be accomphhed m Task 2 

Response Thls IS handled in the FSP, SUbsWhOn 9 3 

OU9responre 15 0211 9192 



I RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(COntUlUed) 

71 Sechon 9.24, p 9-25, e n m  s?chon Start ths dtscusmn wth a summary of the mformahon that IS 
avadable at the mhahon of Tasks 4-7 The relahonship of Tasks 4-7 to the data/infonnauon collechon 
8chvIheS should be clarified. 

Response Comment noted, but text not m&ed due to hme consmnts 

72. Sectton 9.2 4, pg 9-25, para. 4 Much of what 1s danbed herem should be accomplished d m g  Task 
2 

The adequacy of "emsmg enwonmental cntena" for ths assessment should be d~scussed 

Indlcate that the prelmlnary (screerung level) assessment 111 Task 2 wdl also d e t e m  the need 
for Task 9 ecotoxxologxal field investtgahons 

Response. The authors agree with these comments, but the text was not changed due to tune constrarnts 

73 Sectton 9 2 4 1 ,  pg 9-26, para 1 This sounds like the quohent method of ecolog~cal mlc assessment If 
this is true, please state as such clearly 

The Mference UI RFDs and EPA cnucal tomcity values need to be clarified. 

Response Comments note, but text not m&ied due to tune constrants 

74 Sechon 9 2 4 1, pg 9-26, para 2 The feaubility of usmg "ecological endpoints" or "biomarkers" is 
queshonable DOE should consider mcorporahng m task 2 a pdot study to gam the mformahon needed 
to assess the fabdi ty  of ths approach Are these stu&es to be part of Task 4, or are they to be 
conducted later (e g , under Task 9)7 

Explatn how DQOs WIIJ be developed for these data collechon acuvlues 

Response Comments noted, and author agree to the Suggesttons 

75 Secbon 9 2 4 2, pp 9-26 & 9-27, para 3 All three subtasks defined herein for Task 5 could be conducted 
to some degree m Task 2, especially if data from Phase I abiottc samphg is avatlable This IS parhcularly 
true of the idenhficatton of exposure routes and pathways, whch should have been developed as part of 
the OU9 conceptual model 

Response, Task 5 and Task 2 are not conducted separately, but may be done concurrently as suggested 

76 Sectton 9 2 4 2, pg 9-27, para. 1 The quahtahve evduahon of actual or potenhal pathways IS a Task 2 
achvity 

Response Comment noted, ths evalmon will also be part of Task 2 

77 Sectton 9 2 4 2, pg 9-27, para. 2 this paragraph should be clarified wth reference to modehng of 
exposure pathways Explsun th~s procedure rn greater deml smce it is so important to the EE 

Response Comment note, but text was not mdfied due to hme consmnts 

78 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conhnued) 

E x p h  the use of fate and transport modehg to thu assessment. Modehng IS not needed fop 
current COndIhOnS 

The mdIcahon is that Phase I abiohc data may or may not be avadable Tzlls IS not acceptable 
TIUS EE should not progress beyond Task 2 wthout Phase I abiohc data for sods 

Response' Comments noted and agreed, text not m&ed 

79 Secuon 9 2 42 ,  pg 9-28, para 2 The first sentence is mcomplete. 

Clanfy these dmct an m k t  mutes Why IS foltar deposmon an mdmct route for the plant 
receivlng it? For a predator, a prey IS a biologd m d u m  and the consumphon of the prey is 
dlrect Pleaseclanfythls 

Clanfy the meaning of the sentence begmtung with "Exposures wdl be evaluated accordmg It 

E x p h  the meanmg of the last sentence (bepmng with "A pathways model. ") and how thls 
will be accomphshed 

Response, Comments noted, but no response due to tune frame 

80 Sectton 9 2  4 2, pg 9-28, para. 4 The adverse biologml effects menhoned herern (e g , death, dlrrrrmshed 
reproductwe success, reduced populanon levels) are very lrkely not useful at OU9 because of the small size 
and d~sturbed nature of the habitat 

Response The authors agree, and th~s is stated in the EEWP. 

81 Sechon 9 2 4 3, p 9-28, enhre sectton "Ius approach represents a m a p  departure from the standard 
"qUOhent method" of ecologml nsk assessment, and the methodolo@es should be presented m &a, 
mcludmg assessment endpomts, measurement endpomts, hypotheses to be tested, and how wdl these data 
be provlded 

DISCUSS the rmplicahons of the qualitahve nature of thls characwhon of adverse effects, 
inclumng what can and cannot be done 

Response Comments noted, the qualitanve/quantttauve approached wdl be clanfied. 

82 Sectlon 9 2 4 3, pg 9-29, para. 2 There IS qUeShOn whether or not this approach IS feasible at OU9 We 
suggest that DOE collect the data needed to judge thls feasibihty lssue in a pdot study under Task 2 

Response Comment noted. 

83 Sectton 9 2 4 3, pg 9-29, para 3 Tius entue paragraph is weak and needs rewodang 

Response Comment noted, but text not moddied due to tune consmunts 

84 Sectton 9 2 4 4, pp 9-29 & 9-30, para. 4 Relate thls uncemty analysls to the SQO process, pamcularly 
regardmg the "level of wdidence by quanhfymg the results of the assessment." 

The first and thml bullets are virtually the same 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(continued) 

Response Comments noted, and text changed as appropmte 

85 Secuon 9 2 4 4, pg 9-30, para. 1 E x p h  how the "VahdahOn and caltbrahon of the pathways model" will 
be used to control u n c m t y .  

Response Tlus &scumon was not attempted due to tune constrants 

86 Secuon 9 2 5, pg 9-30, para 3- Does an SOP exlst for sod mmobml funcuon? 

Response. No 

87 Secuon 9.2.5, pg 9-31, para. 1 The reference to "program DQOs" IS not correct. DQOs are specific to 
speclfic data needs 

Bullets 2 and 4 should be defined 111 terms of PARCC parametem These two bullets should be 
addressed m a Task 2 pdot study 

Response Comments noted, but no response due to ume frame 

88 Secuon 9 2  5, pg 9-31, para. 3 Incorporate a dmusslon of the use of clear statements of hypotheses to 
be tested m definmg these data needs 

Type I and II errors m the last bullet item should be exphcitly defined 

Response Comments noted, but no text change due to tune frame. 

89 Secuon 9 2 5, pg 9-32, para 1 It is not clear how Task 9 aChvitIeS (planned m Task 8) can be conducted 
simultaneously with Phase I RFI/RI abiotx sampling aChvIUes The EE should never proceed to h s  stage 
without the benefit of the Phase I RFI/RI abiouc sampling acuvihes 

Exphn how pubhshed, predxted, or mvesugauon denved BCFs will be used m the pathways 
model to assess potential unpacts 

Response Comments noted, but no response m text due to tune consmts  

90 Secuon 9 2 6, pg 9-32, para 5 Add "and appropnate" to the end of the second sentence (belpnnmg with 
"Reference areas will be sampled ") 

Response Text not changed due to hme consmnts 

91 Sectton 9 2 7 1 ,  pg 9-33, para 2 We suggest movmg thls paragraph (1 e ,  everythmg down to the start 
of Secuon 9 2  7 2) after Sechon 9 2 7 2 and call it Secuon 9 2 7 3, Content of the Inataal Drdt Report 

Response Text was not changed due to tune constrsilnts 

92 Sectlon 9 2 7 2, p 9-33, entue sechon this dmusslon of rem-on cntena, and the use of the pathway 
trophic model for es tabhhg remedmon cntena has not been properly introduced Dlscuss the validatton 
methodology and how thts model wdl be used to assess impacts 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conunued) 

The methodology for establlshmg ecological effects cntena should be &scussed m greater detatl 
Also, how the methodology takes mto account exposure to muluple contaminants should be 
dlSCllSSed 

Discuss the feasibhty of tlus methodology m hght of the exlshng toxcological data base and the 
prospects for collecung tmues 111 quanttues sufficient for chcrmcal analyses. 

Bscuss how determlnahon of these cntena for OU9 vvlll be cxmbnated with other RFI/RI 
studtes and EEs, and how the acceptable cntena wdl be used m conjuncUon wth Applicable or 
Relevant and A p p n a t e  Reqmments (ARARs) to evaluate potenhal adverse effects 

Response Comments noted, but no text change due to tune constnunts and the extenslve rewsions suggested 

93 Secuon 9 2 7 2, pp 9-33 & 9-34, para. 3 Task 10 1s too late to be developmg remedIahon cnkna At 
the very least, they should be developed in Task 9 

The development of remedmon cntena should uuhe data from all OUs, as avadable This 
dtscussion should reflect thw need for shanng of mformahon 

The "acceptable enwonmental concentrauons" need to be clanfied. 

Response Comments noted and agreed, but text was not m-ed 

94 Secuon 9 3, pp 9-34 to 9-42, enwe =&on Include conslderauon of Task 2 reconnausance and pdot 
studes to acqm the mformahon needed for screenmg level nsk assessment and the design of Task 3 and 
9 sampling efforts, as requved 

Discuss the role of infonnauon on the nature and extent of contarmnaUon (and paflcularly the 
results of the Phase I sampllng of abiouc medm contammauon) m the design of the field 
samplmg plan Provlde the general rauonale underlyng the selechon of samphng stahons 

Descnbe the types of quanumve data to be collected dunng thls samplmg effort 

DOE should also stress the use of these quanumve data to establish samples sues for acceptable 
levels of uncemty 

Define the cntena for determining and adequate number of transects and how thts wlll be 
implemented 111 the field Dlscuss whether or not adequacy based on a species-area type 
relabondup, or an acceptable level of vanabdity for a population parameter (e g , denslty) or 
community measure (species dtversity) 

Response. Comments noted, but text was not moddied due to m e  consmnts 

95 Secbon 9 3. pg 9-34, para. 2 Change "Tasks 8 and 9" to Tasks 3 and 9 " 

Response T ~ I S  change IS not mdtcated by context 

96 Secuon 9 3. pg 9-34, para. 3 Discuss the use of Phase I data for abiouc medm m desigrung this FSP 

Response Comment noted, but text was not changed 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 
(conmued) 

97 Secuon 9 3 1, pg 9-35, para 1 Thu mformauon is qute repeuuve of earher SeChOnS 

Response The authors agree, but 1s reqlured by FSP context. 

98 Secuon 9.3 1 1, pg 9-35, para 3 ms dormahon is qute repeuuve of earher secuons 

Response. The authors agree, but 1s reqm by FSP outhe and context. 

99 Secuon 9 3 1 1 ,  pg 9-35, para 4 l h s  dormauon should be shown vu  a conceptual model and maps 

Define the bass of detemmng the "OU9 study area boundanes " Is thw based on some "zone 
of mfluence" reflected m the nature and extent of contammatlon? 

Conslder usmg another term than "vagrant" to dembe biohc users of OU9 

Response Comments noted, but text was not changed 

100 Secuon 9 3 1 2, pg 9-36, para 1 How wdl declsions be rendered reganhng whether or not spe~lfic sltes 
wthin the study area are "detennmed to be of concern?" 

With regard to the second bullet, how wdl "the exact extent of the area of concern" be 
determined? 

The last statement, begmmg with "Notable ddfferences 
of consequence 

IS weak It should include sometlung 

Response Comments noted, but text was not changed 

101 Secuon 9 3 2, pg 9-36, para 3 The second objechve 1s not enhrely conslstent wth the other three (apples 
and oranges), and we suggest deleung it. 

Response. Comment noted, but text was not changed 

102 Secuon 9 3 2, pg 9-36, para 4 
md&g Una Phase I abiouc data are evaluated, any hhng of COCs 1s pomtless 

We suggest not usmg the term "phmmary h t  of COCs " It IS 

Response Comment noted, but text was not changed 

103 Secuon 9 3 2, pg 9-37, para. 1 Indute the posslbihty that a q w c  habitats and taxa may be important 

Target taxa could be idenufied on the basis of Task 2 achvlues 

Response The authors do not agree that a q m c  habitats and taxa a n  important on OU9 

104 Secuon 9 3 3, pg 9-37, para 4 The sentence begmnmg wth "Aqwc habitats not represented " 1s not 
comect and should be clarified. 

Response The authors do not agree 

105. Secuon 9 3 3 1 ,  pp 9-37 & 9-38, para 5 E x p h  how "the study are will be finahzed " 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 

DRAFT FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 
FOR OPERABLE WIT NO. 9 

(conhnued) 

Response Comment noted, but text was not modfied 

106 Secuon 9 3 3 1, pg 9-38, para. 1 Explsun how the bullet items are to be used to meet the ObjeChVe of 
construcung an OU9 food web and exposure pathways models E x p h  what use these data m If they 
are not quanutatwe (see comment 108 below) 

Response Comment noted, but text was not modified, 

107. Secuon 9 3 3 1, pg 9-38, para 2 Sample loCahOnS should be based on the nature and extent of sod 
contammhon, pmcularly d food web methods are to be employed. These locahons should not be 
idenufed "dunng the iruhauon of thls study " The necessary mformahon base 1s not avadable at this tune 

Response The sample locahon wdl be mostly based on the habitat COndIhOnS present on OU9 

108. Secuon 9 3 3 1, pg. 9-38, para. 3 (COfleChOn Methods) Ths pmgraph m&cates that the coflechon 
methods for vegetauon \H111 be nonquanhtahve The use these data are to impact or nsk assessment should 
be expbed  

Response The use of qUanhtahVe methods may not be jusufied in this hturbed habitat 

109 Secuon 9 3 3 1, pg 9-39, para 1 Thts &scusslon 1s too Muse It should be much more focussed and 
dmcted at fdbg  key data gaps Use of 0 5 m2 plots appears to be qWnhtahVe Thu appears to be 
inconsistent with earlier statements 

Response Comment noted, but text was not modrfied 

110 Secuon 9 3.3 1, pg 9-39, para. 2 The use of species area curves to assure adequate samphg effort for 
vegetauon taxonomy is applauded. 

Change "chate" to "weather " 

The statement that Task 9 samplmg occumng " mmdately after Task 3 sample results are 
analyzed for completeness for modelmg" is mconsistent with the conduct of Tasks 4-8 pnor to 
Task 9 Thls apparent contmbcuon should be resolved 

Response Comment noted, but text was not modrfied. 

11 1 Secuon 9 3 3 1 ,  pg 9-39, para 3. It is our understandmg that the Quallty Assurance PrOJect Plan (QAPjP) 
does not define duplicate samples as "collocated" samples, but as sphts of field samples Please clanfy 

Response The use of duplicate vs collocated samples has not been decided. 

112 Sechon 9 3 3 1, pp 9-39 & 9-40, para 5 The three bullet items 8fe not feasrble endpomts for impact 
assessment. Please reconslder thelr use 

Response Comment noted, but text was not m w i e d  

113 Sechon 9 3 3 1, pg 9-40, para. 3 Tlus methodology for locaung vegetauon transects m mas of known 
contammhon assumes these areas of known contammauon are known This requms the Phase I abiouc 
data It 1s our understandmg these data may not be avsulable to serve thls funcuon m a tunely manner 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFI' FINAL PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION WORK PLAN 

FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

I 

(contmued) 

The cvcumstances undea whch composite samples would be requmd should be described Why 
ax samples were specSied for the composite samples needs adequate jusbficahon 

The statement that hssue samplmg wdl occu after the conclusion of the hve-trappmg program 
is confusmg Do the hSSUe samples not denve from the hve-trappmg? 

Response Comments noted, but text was not m&fied. 

114 Sectton 9 3 3 1, pg 9-41, para 3 The bullet items wdl be of no value to unpact or nsk assessment 

Response These are site charactemon parameters 

115 Sectton 9.3 3 1, pg 9-41, para 5 Whether or not enough insect biomass can be obmned should be 
detemned dunng a Task 2 pdot study 

Response The authors agree, however the Task 2 pllot study is the same as the iniual quahtattve stuhes proposed 
here 

116. Secbon 9 4, pg 9-43, para. 1 With regard to "declsion pomts for the necessity for a task" wluch have not 
yet been determined should be We have made suggeshons r egdng  these decmon points (1 e ,  the end 
of Task 2, after a screerung level nsk assessment) 

I 

Response The decison pomts have been noted and wdl become part of the EE unplementahon 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

GENERAL, COMMENTS 

1 The work plan contams a genenc ducusslon of the nsk assessment process, but contarns no speclfic plan 
for conductmg the basehe risk assessment for the operable umt. Site specrfic mformahon should be 
mcorporated mto the plan when avadable For mstance, elements of the site model such as potenhal 
pathways and ute-specdc exposure factors can be identdied m the planrung stage. 

Response The W Assessment sechon of the work plan is genenc Potenhal pathways and site specrfc exposure 
factors may be detmnmed d w g  the data coUechon/evalwon phase Smce only surface sod wdl be charactenzed 
m Phase I, this linuted scope does not lend itself to a ate specrfic approach to the nsk assessment. 

2 The plan contams no prowslons for mtegratmg the ecologmd trsk assessment wth other operable mts at 
the Rocky Flats Plant (RFP) Such an approach is essenhal for addressmg ecoloepcal nsk on a ate-wide 
basls 

Response The OU9 Envlronmental Evalwon Work Plan (EEW) is conslstent wth the current approach of 
prepanng EEWPs mdependently for m&viduat RFP OUs The EEWPs for the vanous OUs wdl be mtegrated at a 
later date m order to address ecologcal nsk on a site-wde bass 

3 The samphg plan is not conastent with the approach for estunahng exposm pomt concentrahons 
presented m the human health nsk assessment plan Because of the scope of the operable m t  and the 
llkehhood of the occurrence of hot spots along the pipehe, a plan for addressmg h s  htnbuhon of 
contammuon needs to be developed 

Response Because the Phase I RFiI/lU 1s hited to charactemuon of sources and soils, exposure pomt 
identtficahon wdl be h t e d  to surface sod contaminants Exposure pomts @Otenhal surface sod hot spots) will be 
idenMied and exposure pomt concentrauons wdl be measured through a combmhon of btoncal data review, 
surface IadIahOn surveymg, and surface sod samplmg as described m the FSP (Secuon 7 0) 

4 The site conceptual model, data quallty obJechves, data needs and samplmg plan are not presented in a 
connected fashion The data q h t y  objechves should reflect the gaps in the conceptual model where 
informmon is requmd m order to make a remedd declsion 

Response It was assumed dunng development of the OU9 DQOs that no useable mformahon emsted which could 
help focus the field IrIVeshgahOn It is acknowledged, however, that such mformahon may exist which was not 
avalable dunng pRpafah0n of the work plan This infonnauon wdl be compled and evaluated pnor to the field 
UIVeSUgahOn, and the field inveshgahon wdl be revised as appmpnate 

5 The fmal dsposiuon of the tanks and hes should be provided 
incorporated mto the screemg and analyss of remecfial akernahves 

Thls infonnmon could then be 

Response The known dsposiuon of tanks and lmes is provided m Append~x B For the most part. the current 
&sposihon of pipehnes rematns to be detemmed through ad&honal data compdauon andlor excavauon and 
inspechon 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

(COnMUed) 

6 The data management plan, health and safety plan, and q d t y  assurance plan should be mcluded or 
referenced 

Response The data management plan IS addressed m Sechon 7 5 to the extent that it is consldered appmpnate m 
this work plan The QA plan is referenced in Secuons 4 3 and 10 0 The s~tespecific health and safety plan will 
be developed by the contractor that actually conducts the OU9 RFURI 

7. The plans to track, store, and treat any contammted sods that may have been excavated and removed from 
OU9 should be descnbed m the field samphg plan (FSP) 

Response SOPS whch address these concerns have been incorporated by reference mto the FSP 

8 A major component of the FSP lncludes installaaon of boreholes drrlled either to bedrock or to the wne 
of SatumhOn Dnlllng and samphg boreholes is a necessary component of the contamrnant 
charactematton study, however, such b h o l e s  can result m con-on of groundwater m the 
saturated zone Placmg boreholes that extend to the saturated wne and through zones of chemical and 
rad~olo~cal contammatlon, create potential conduts for ground water ContamInahon. We suggest that 
plans be developed to mmnlze the nsk of groundwater contammaon If such plans emst, they should 
be descnbed in the FSP 

Response SOPS whtch address these concerns have been mcorporated by reference mto the FSP 

9 The nsk assessment plan states that the nsk assessment wdl not go to great lengths to quanhfy dermal 
exposures because h s  pathway IS not expected to contnbute signlficantly to nsk at the ate Dermal 
exposure should be quanufied at this site Sod concentrahons are W l y  to be htgh m areas adjacent to 
leaks along the pipehne, and dermal exposure could be significant under a construchon worker scenano 

Response Text has been mdfied to reflect suggeshon 

10 "PRP" and T W Q c C  should be mcluded in the "List of Acronyms 'I 

Response PRP already was included III the List of Acronyms CWQCC has been added 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

1 Execuuve Summary "Ius sectton does not provide a summary of mformmon presented m the work plan 
but simply an organmuon of the report The summary should provide an outline of how the mvestxgahon 
will proceed, i e ,  the hgging of test pits. co~echon of samples, invesugahng the rntegnty of the lues and 
tanks. etc 

Response The scope and content of the executtve summary IS consstent with those for other RFP OU work plans, 
and is considered an appropnate summary of the document contents 

2 Sectton 1.2, p 1-3, paragraph 1 The detarl with regards to the quahues added on the data evaluahon 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

(contlnued) 

process does not need to be lncluded m this sechon The unportant dormahon mclude the data that have 
been conmdered usable 

Response This dormahon is considered valuable m order to understand the dam presented rn Appendu D 

3 Sechon 1 3 3 5, p 1-7 The statement that there are no vegetahve species on the endangenxl hst may no 
longer be defendable The reviewers have been led to beheve that there are endangered grass species on 
Rocky Flats Plant property 

Response. The ecolog~cal summary prowded m Secuon 1 3 3 5 was conmdered accurate as of the date of submttal 
for the work plan Newly developed background mformahon whch could mpact thls sechon or other secuons of 
the work plan WLU be incorporated as it becomes avdable 

4 Secuon 1.3 3 5, p 1-8, paragraph 1 Smce spectfic specles idenhfkrs are used for all the other fauna, it 
seems appropriate to specify whch duck species are present at Rocky Flats 

Response The text has been rewsed m response to tius comment. 

5 Secuon 1 3 3 7, Regional Geology, Quaternary Depomts, p. 1-10 The work "above" m the sentence "The 
alluwum occurs from 250 to 380 feet above modem stream m e s "  should be clanfii We assume 
"above" is used in a ample spacud context as opposed to a srrahgraphlc context, however, we antxipate 
that the spacud &stance between the stream channel and the alluwum approach zero up slope and towards 
the head of the stre8m valley 

Response It was decided that the passages refemg to the height of alluvlal deposits above modem streams were 
not important to an understandmg of regional alluvium deposihon These passages have therefore been removed 
from the text m response to thls comment 

6 Sect~on 1 3 3 7, Regional Geology, Upper Cretaceous Deposits, p 1-12 The following statement should 
be cWied "Its areal extent has been predicted to the two "Geologic Charactematton Report*' deposlhonal 
1nterpletahOnS bcussed above 

Response Thls typographical error has been corrected 

7. Secuon 2 2.2 2, p 2-4 Tlus sechon m&cates that there was a great deal of control and documentauon on 
the types, qUanhhes and locattons of hazardous mater& transported and spilled lhs mformatron does 
not appear to have been properly aulyzed Incoqorabon of th~s informahon at this stage of the 
invesugahon would sude (sic) m deterrninmg sample locattons 

Response The waste transfer records referred to m h s  comment w d  be pursued as part of the addmonal data 
compdahon aCUwheS which will precede the field mvesugauon The objechves and scope of the addmOnd data 
compdahon are &scussed m greater deal  m Secuon 7 2 4 in response to this and other comments 

8 SeChOn 2 2 4, p 2-8, paragraph 2 The work plan should not mclude "recommendauons" regar&ng the 
scope of the InVeShgattOn The work plan should describe the scope m precise terms The decision to 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE uNT)r NO. 9 

I 

(contlnued) 

mclude, or exclude, sltes from mveshgahon should be made by another pn>cess pnor to the wnhng of the 
work plan 

Response Decisions regardmg mvesugatton of specfi sltes were made under the IAG between DOE, EPA, and 
CDH However, redundancy was rdenofied dunng prepmuon of this work plan between the OPWL (OU9) and 
other, separately designated IHSSs whch were actually part of the OPWL The recommendahon to mcorP0r;lte these 
redundant IHsSs has been removed from the text 

9. Secuon 22.4, p 2-8, paragraph 3. It 1s unclear why the mvesugators mcluded a table deslgned to help 
clarify the mterachons between the v m u s  mvesugahons, and then stated that the sampllng plan for this 
mvesugahon would not attempt to coordmate wth other InVeShgahOnS We recommend that the 
rehhonhp between the samphg presented m h s  plan be mrdmated wth the samplmg conducted at 
other sites 

Response The OU9 FSP IS conastent wth the current approach of prepanng FSPs mdependently for RFP OUs 
without considemg intemcuons wth other OUs The FSPs for the various OUs wdl be integrated at a later date 
The table was mcluded for h s  purpose 

10. Sect~on 2 3 2 2, Bedrock Geology, Arapaho Sandstones, p 2-12 The gram sue qhfiers  used in the text 
should be descnbed For example, on the Wentworth scale very fine sand is between 0 125 and 0 063 
mllhmeters m h e t e G  however, ASTM standards used by engmm place the fme sands m the range 
0 425 and 0 074 mmeters  

Response Sources used to obmn gram sue quaMers and referenced m the text contrun specific deals on the gram 
sue scale used 

11. Secuon 2 3 3 2, Ground Water, p 2-14 The contour maps of the unconfined ground water surface are 
mlsleadmg for OU1, because there are wde areas where no unconfined groundwater exlsts ("Fmal Phase 
III RFVRI Work Plan Revislon 1, Rocky Flats Plant, 881 Hdlside Area, EG&G, March 1991") Isopach 
maps, that were contoured for the thickness of the unconfined sawated zone, mdlcated that the saturated 
zone conslsts of several lsolated "puddles" of groundwater perhaps the mveshgators would benefit more 
from usmg both the contour map m Figure 2-6 and isopach maps based on the same data ' h s  
combmatton may provlde more gwdance concernmg the depth to saturated COndIhOnS (I e ,  to detennme 
whether or not do unconfined saturated COndIhOnS exst at a pmcular locauon) 

Response As a result of seasonal vanahons. unconfined ground water levels at RFF fluctuate widely Figm 2-6 
was provided to eve only a general m&cahon of unconfined ground water con&uons at RFP, and IS qualified with 
a date to mdcate the season represented by the data. Field mveshgators most k l y  wlll u t h e  the most current 
water level data from nearby wells m order to esumate depth to saturated condmons at pmcular OU9 locahons 

12 Secuon 2 4  1 ,  p 2-18, pangraph 3 The reference regardmg the dsposal of volahle and SemIVOkhle 
orgarucs m the waste system should be presented 

Response The reference has been provided m the text in response to th~s comment. 

13 Secuon 2 4 3 2, p 2-21 The utle of thrs secuon should be changed to m&cate that the presented 
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RESPONSES TO HAZWRAP COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

(contmued) 

groundwater data wdl not be mccaporated m the analysis of OU9 

Response The utle of the secuon has been changed 111 response to thu comment 

14. Sechon 2 5 2 1. p 2-25, paragraph 5 The use of 500 gallons as a reasonable appmmahon of a release 
should be clanfied Gradual releases wll ltkely result m contarmnant plumes of a considerably shorter 
length 

Response As stated m the text, 500 gallons 1s considered a reasonable typical release volume for purposes of 
evduamg hypothehcal contaminatm spread down a pipehe trench Ad&honal data compdauon achnues wdl 
ammpt to locate hstoncal release mformahon conmnmg estunated release volumes, and the 500 gallon figure will 
be rev& as appropte, however, avadable documentahon 1s most fikely bused towards larger, more catastrophe 
releases, and smaller, more gradual releases may well have gone unrecognwd The text also acknowledges that 
gradual releases wdl result m a less preferenhally abgned contamurant plume The FSP has been designed to target 
the most llkely release locauons along the pipelmes, whether gradual or more sudden m nature, and provides a 
reasonable, staged approach to charactenmg the urut. 

15 Secuon 3 0, p 3-1 Thls chapter would benefit from a summary secuon that describes whch reqmments 
will be followed 111 thls InVeShgahOn 

Smce this mvesttgatton does not include groundwater or surface water samplmg, the inclusion of water 
standards does not appear to be necessary A system to determine whch requuements will be applied to 
soils mce tlus is the focus of the mvesugahon would be appmpnate and should be included 

Response RFP currently is assesung ARARs on a site-wde basls The results of h s  assessment will be apphed 
to the OU9 mvesbgahon as approprrate The work plan prowdes only a prehmary assessment of p0tenm.I ARARs 
for the RFURI, includmg those for ground water 

16 Sechon 4 1 2, p 4-2, pmgraph 1 The aSSUmphOn that no data exlsts that can be used does not seem 
vahd The mfoOrmahOn already collected at other operable uruts in WhOn 2 and appendx B, could do a 
great deal to focus rhu mveshgahon The exlshng data should definitely be u h h e d  m developmg the Data 
Quallty ObjeChVeS (DQos) and data needs 

Response Very httle data are avadable from other OUs which can apply to the development of DQOs for OU9 
OU1 data will have some beanng on the mvesugahon of pipehnes and tanks mmdately south of Bluldmg 881, 
most of these data are not yet avadable pendmg laboratory results OU2 data are not relevant to any OPWL 
components Fdd  inveshgahons of othex OUs have not commenced at the tune of thls work plan As stated in the 
text, the DQOs “lll be rev& as appropmte in hght of data obmed d m g  awuonal data compdauon acumhes 

17 Table 4-1 Thu table should include the use of field screening and a r  monitomg and the techniques to 
be used to locate the bund pipe system 

Response Field screerung and au monitoring will be uullzed pnmanly for health and safety purposes, not for site 
charactenzauon Table 4 1 has been revised to more fully descnbe all aspects of charactenwng OU9 sources and 
sods, includmg pipelme locauon 
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RESPONSES TO H A Z W "  COMMENTS 
DRAFT FINAL PHASE I WORK PLAN FOR OPERABLE UNIT NO. 9 

(conmued) 

18 SeChOn 5 3 3 2, p 54 ,  paragraph 1 Excavahon depth may not be an apphcable parameter on which to 
base the sample 10cahOnS Other cr~tem such as those hted and h~stoncal spdl InfonnahOn should take 
precedence 

Response The text has been rev~sed in response to this comment. 

19. Secuon 5.3.3.2, p. 5-5, paragraph 4 In addIhon to smear samples, nude surface rad~olog~cal dose rates 
would be valuable for future 'Ihs mfomauon would be useful m venfylng process pipmg h~~toncal data 
and for future d~sposal cntena. 

Response Dose rates wdl be measured inslde pipmg and mside tanks m response to h s  comment Discussion of 
dose rate measurements has been added to Sechon 7 0, 

20 Secuon 5 3 4, p 5-5 The contmgency plans If areas are inaccessible should be desmbed These anm 
will need to be mcluded in the site c h a r a c m o n  in some manner 

Response Access wdl be obmned to al l  OPWL components requmng mveshgahon under the FSP, therefore, no 
connngency plan IS necessary The accessibility reference rn th~s secnon has been removed. 

21 Figure 6 1  This schedule IS not complete There IS no m e  h e  for development of the baselme nsk 
assessment. Field InVeShgatIOn should be broken mto its component parts, and the screening of altemauves 
should be talang place m conjunchon with the field InVeShgatlOn By doing the screerung m conjuncuon 
with the field mveshgauon it may be possible to fill data needs screemng d m g  h s  phase of the 
invesuganon 

Response Figure 6-1 schedule has been molfied to reflect renewer's comment 

22. Secnon 7 2, Background and Ranonale, p 7-1 It is stated that "this FSP has been developed under the 
assumpuon that no usable data are avadable to dembe the contaminant sources and the soils m OU9," 
but that "htoncal data WIU be used to help focus the samplmg effort." Thls statement seems to be a 
conWcuon. please clanfy the term data. We do not believe it is necessary to reject all previous data 
simply because the quallty assurance/quahty control procedures were not conustent with present RFP 
procedures The data may be relegated to a level I1 status (quahtauve status) 

Response The use of the term "data" has been clarified m the referenced WhOn in response to h s  comment As 
stated m the text, avadable data wdl be used qditahvely to help charactenze the OPWL and defme contamwts 
of concern. 

23 Secnon 7 2 1, p 7-2 The reference to Department of Energy (DOE) keepmg the regulators rnfonned by 
techmcal memoranda should be deleted 

Response Thls statement has been removed in response to h s  comment. 

24 Secuon 7 3 1 Thls InfOn'nahOn should have already been collected and presented in this work plan (1 e ,  
this is conswent with a enwonmental restorauon (ER) program Phase I, site inveshgauon) 
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Response It ongmlly was mtended that the OPWL Closure Plan would provide al l  mformahon necessary for 
plannmg the OPWL field mveshgahon It became apparent dunng preparahon of the work plan that the Closure Plan 
informahon was msufficlent for thu purpose Potenhal ad&honal sources of informauon were identdied, but the 
mnformauon could not be rewewed and mcorporated mto the work plan wthm the IAG mdestone schedule for OU9 
For thrs reason, the addIhonal data comphhon achwhes described m SechOn 7 2 4 wdl be conducted pnor to the 
field mveShgatIOn The text has been remsed to better explam the need for aaaonal data compilaaon 

25 Sechon 7 3 2, p 7-6, paragraph 3 This 1s the first menhon of a "prework nxholo@cal survey " Please 
clanfy what thls survey e n a s  and how tlus mformauon wdl be used. 

Response RFP SOP F0.16, "Field Wologcal Measurements," spells out the scope and requmments of prework 
radlologrcal sweys at borehole l0CahOnS ~ SOP 1s mcorporsted by reference mto the FSP as appropriate The 
survey 1s r e q d  solely for health and safety purposes, and 1s not a pnmary site charactemahon achvity However, 
the survey results may a d  m site charactenzahon by m&cahng areas of gross surficlal C O ~ t a m l n a h O n  

26 Sechon 7 32 1, p 7-6, paragraph 5 "If prachcal, the test ." The identtficauon of survey anomahes for 
the samphg plan 1s the purpose of the p r e w d  survey and necds to be a pnmary factor m the choice of 
a test pit locahon 

Response 
contammhon for health and safety purposes, not to a d  rn the mveshgahon 

See response to comment 25 The purpose of the prework survey is to idenhfy areas of surficlal 

27 Secuon 7 32 2, Stage 2 Invesagahon The precautions that wdl be taken to prevent contammhon of 
groundwater should be specfied Also, the fate of the boreholes after samplmg has been completed 
(reference SOP if appropmte) should be descnbed 

Response: SOPS GT.2, "Dnllmg and Samplmg Usmg Hollow-Stem Auger Techniques," and GT 5, "Pluggmg and 
Abandonment of Boreholes," are referenced in the text as appropnate in response to tlus comment. 

28 Secuon 7 3 2 2, p 7-7, paragraph 1 The pattern is not a gnd pattern, please reword. 

Response The text has been revised in response to h s  comment. 

29 Secuon 7 3 2 2, p 7-7, 7-8, paragraph 2 The "5 and 20 foot mtervals m both khans" should be 
clarified and related to Figure 7-4 There seems to be a dscrepancy in h s  figure and what 1s stated in 
ths secuon The figure m&cates a single 5 foot interval and addmonal20 foot intervals There are no 
m&cahons as to the k h o n  of the 5 foot interval samples and the cntena for the dsconhnuahon of the 
20 foot mterval tests 

Response As shown in Figure 7-4 and descnbed m SeChOn 7 3 2 2, Stage 2 pipehe sod banngs wlll be dnlled 5 
and 20 feet from each contammated test pit, exceut where two consecuhve conrammated test pits occur, m which 
case bonngs wlll be dnlled on 20 foot centers between the pits The results of these Stage 2 bonngs wlll then be 
summanzed m technical memoranda, along with proposed locattons of ad&honal (Stage "3") bonngs to further 
characterne sites found to be contam- in Stage 2 Because condmons at indwidual pipelme release sites are 
unknown, this approach allows necessary flexibllity m designing the FSP as mformahon becomes ava&d.de 
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30 Sechon 7 3 3 2, Stage 2 hveshgahon, p 7-1 1 If the groundwater 1s not exarmned, then the extent of the 
contammahon plume cannot be defmed. Perhaps it should be stated that the lateral extent of the plume 
wdl be defmed. Also, m the event that COntamIMhOn 1s found at the water table, the achon that will be 
taken by the ER Program at RFP should be clanfied 

Response "Contammt plume" has been reworded as "extent of sods contaminauon" m response to ths and other 
comments. If contarmnatlon 1s found at the water table, the specdic release site will be identdied as a canbdate for 
further CharaCmhOn under the Phase 11 RFI/RI 

31 Sechon 7.5, p 7-14 "Ius sechon should reference a data management plan l h s  would appear to be 
pmcularly unportant for thm mveshgahon due to the nature of determinmg pipe and tank locauons How 
h mfonnahOn wdl be documented should be presented 111 this work plan or the data management plan 
referenced 

Response Data management for the OU9 RFIN will be performed by the conlractor that mplements the work plan 
Forms or other methods of recordmg the data wdl be developed by the unplementmg contractor 

32 Figure 7-3 The text mcludes a drscussion on samplmg below the water table The figure does not show 
any samplmg below the water table and should be clarrfied 

Response The text has been rewsed m response to th s  and other comments to more fully address samplmg below 
the water table both m pipelme test pits and tank soil bonngs 

33 Table 7 3 The htk "SPLS" should be cldied and/or idenhfy it m the "Lut of Acronyms 'I 

"SPLS" is an abbrevlahon for "samples " Thw has been clanfied by addmg a penod 

34 Table 7 3 The explanahon "Not a vahd OPWL tank 10CahOn" should be c M e d  A footnote ~&Cahng 
the reasons for exclusion would be helpful 

Response The explanahon of spunous (mvahd) OPWL tank lOCahOnS is provided rn several places withm the text 
A foomote has been added to Table 7.3 to beet the reader to dncussions of tank mvestIgahon demsion rahonale 

35 Figure 74 Perhaps addIbonal samples should be taken to clearly identdy the end of the contammt 
plume The 20 foot mterval teshng was stopped at the top of the plume before a non-contaminated sample 
was located. 

Response The contarmnant plume depicted in this figure 1s purely hypotheucal See response to comment 29 for 
an explanauon of Stage 2 samplmg rahonale 

36 Figure 7-5 The branch whch requires an mspechon of a tank that 1s beneath a productton buddmg should 
be clanfied. There needs to be a conmgency plan tf the tank 1s totally inaccessible 

Response As expbed m the text, OPWL components beneath produchon bulldmgs wdl not be mveshgated unhl 
the buddmg is decommlssioned, per agreement between DOE and regulatory agencies totally If a tank 
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inaccessible due to an overlymg producaon buddmg, that tank wIU not be mvesugated under the OU9 RFIPU, and 
no contmgency plan is q d  

37. Figure 7-6 Whether or not a sod sample be taken under the tank even though it IS below the water table 
should be specified This would be analogous to the samphg under the pipehne when it IS under the 
water table (SeChOn 5 3 3.2) 

Response The text and Figure 7-6 have been r e d  m response to t h ~ ~  and other comments to more fully address 
samphg below the water table both 111 pipehne test pits and tank soil bomgs 

38 Secuon 8 2 2, p 8-3, paragraph 3 The "mmnum- and mmmum-reported concentrahons" per sample 
should be c W e d  An addmod helpful parameter would be to mclude the depth spacing of the reported 
contaminants 

Response It is felt that this text as wntten does not qm moddicauon 

39 Secuon 8 2 3, p 8 4  The fourth bullet states " C o n m t  can be attributed to RFP achvihes " The 
possibdity of a contaminant that cannot be "officially" attr~buted to RFP but is dehtely  there needs to 
be addressed ThLs may idenhfy a previously unreported contammint 

Response Change has been made 

40 Secuon 8.3.6, p 8-10, pamgraph 1 Tlus paragraph makes reference to the "intake factor" and states that 
it is combmed with the exposure pomt concentrauon and the cnhdtoxlcity values The reference is 
unclear and is not standard nsk assessment termmology. A more appropmte and well-defined descnphon 
of the genenc nsk assessment eqUahOn IS needed. 

Response The temology m queshon has been removed from the text The EPA nsk assessment methodology 
that wIU be u u W  m performmg the OU9 nsk assessment conms the appmpmte eqwons for calculatmg human 
health nsk 

I 
I 
I 
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Comment P 1-1, par 2, h e  10 Insert "(RFI)" after RCRA Facdity InVeshgahOn 

Response This change has been made 

Comment P 1-6, par 3 Include more deml on wmd speed and wmd duechon. 

Response A source reference for current chmatolog~cal data has been rncluded m the text. 

Comment. P. 1-6 Include data on evaporauon. Ttus can be mcluded m a separate par mcludmg humidity 
(see page 1-7) 

Response A source reference for current climatological data has been included in the text. 

Comment. P 1-7, Sec 1 3 3 4, par 1 State the average flows or range of flow for these creeks 

Response "ius mformahon IS conmed in the Phase I RFURI Work Plans for OU5 and OU6 These documents 
have been referenced m the text. 

Comment P 1-7, Sec 1 3 3 4 ,  par 2 State that Rock Creek drrunage has not been lmpacted by RFP 
acuviues 

The last sentence regardmg the SID should be a separate par 

Response The Rock Creek drtunage has not been extensively charactenzed, and lmpacts due to past RFP achvihes 
are possible (for mstance, wmds may have d~spersed fugmve dust to the drrunage) However, no rouhne discharges 
to Rock Creek from RFP (such as those to Walnut and Woman Creeks) are known to have occurred, and 
enwonmental samphg results near Rock Creek are conslstent with expected background concentrahons The text 
has been revlsed to include dus mformahon Also, the SID mformahon has been moved to a separate par 

Comment P 1-7, Sec 1 3 3 5 Include a par regardmg species of concern (SOC) species at the RFP and 
the SOC species hst from the threatened and endangered species Ecology SOP For mfomahon, 
contact Bruce Hope, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc at 273-6230 

Response 
incorporated mto the text 

In fomon  on T&E species and perhnent SOPS was obmed from the EG&G NEPA group and 

Comment. P 1-12, par 4 State that the Fox Hrlls Formahon crops out west of the RFP and is not llkely 
lmpacted by RFP achvihes 

Response The text has been remsed to mclude thu mfOrmahOn 

Comment P 1-13, par 2 Insert "approxmately" before the hydraulic conducuvity values luted m the last 
two sentences 
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Response These changes have been made 

Comment P 2-2, par 2 Break the last two sentences on a computer search of catalogued drawmgs into a 
Paragraph 

Response Thls change has been made 

Comment. P 2-2, par 3, last sentence The add~uonal data c o m p ~ o n  task is a scopmg acuvity and should 
not be idenhfied as a task m the work plan The results of h s  task should be presented m this 
work plan The NCP requues data compdahon efforts to be completed pnor to (remnder of 
comment dtd not transmt vm FAX) 

Response It ongully was mtended that the OPWL Closure Plan would provide a l l  informahon necessary for 
plannmg the OPWL field invesugahon It became apparent dunng preparauon of the work plan that the Closure Plan 
informabon was msufficient for thls purpose Potenhal addtbonal sources of mformauon were idenMied, but the 
informahon could not be reviewed and rncorponued rnto the work plan wthm the IAG mdestone schedule for OU9 
For this reason, the addth0d data compilauon achvrttes descnbed m SeChOn 7 2 4 wdl be conducted pnor to the 
field mvesugaUon The text has been revised to better explam the need for amhonal data compdahon Also, the 
data compilauon IS no longer descnbed as an RF7lRI task, but is planned to precede the R.FI/fU 

Comment. P. 2-2, par 3, last sentence Sampling locahons based on pre-field data compdauon results should 
be mcluded in the FSP as this 1s a scopmg achwty and not an RFURI achvity 

Response See response to previous comment. Figure 7-2 IS a prelmlnary sample lOCahOn map based on currently 
avalable data. Amhonal samphg locauons wll be idenbfied based on the results of addtttonal data compdahon 
acuvihes 

Comment P 2-3, par 2 The locatlon of the inspectable process waste system should be shown rekhve to 
the OPWL in a figure m this work plan A bnef descnpuon of this system would also be 
appropmte to rnclude m the text 

Response. Efforts wdl be ma& dunng the addtuonal data compdahon aChViteS to idenhfy components of the 
inspectable process waste system (dong with other uhliues) which may lie alongside or o thmse  create a potenttal 
interference with the OPWL mvesugahon l b s  lnfOrmahOn wlll be provided in a t e c h 4  mom0 or addendum to 
the work plan 

Comment P 2-4, Sec 2 2 2, par 2 Specify the types of acme and rnachve uuhty lmes rn the text 

Response The types of lrnes are shown on the uhhty locahon maps m Appendtx A A general descnpuon of these 
lmes has been added to the text. 

Comment P 2 4, Sec 2 2 2 2 Where are the analyhcal data for the chemcal analysis of the waste7 Has 
an attempt been made to locate thls data? State m text 

Response As stated in Secbon 2 2 2 2  and Secuon 7 2 4 ,  attempts wdl be made to obtam these data dmng 
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ad&ttonal data compdahon acuwttes 

Comment P 2-5, par 1 Where are the flow data located? Has an attempt been made to locate h s  data7 
state in text. 

Response. As stated in tlus sectton, addmonal data compdauon acttwhes wdl attempt to defm OPWL pipehe flow 
mechatllsms and structures 

comment. P. 2-7,lst two bullets To be consistent wlth paragraph 3 on page 7-1, state that these tanks wlll 
not be a part of tlus FGI/RI investtgahon 

Response T ~ I S  change has been made 

Comment 

Response. Thls change has been made 

P 2-8, par 2, last sentence Delete from text RecommendaQons do not belong m a work plan 

Comment 

Response 

P. 2-9, Sec 2 3 2, h e  2 Delete "whch IS too volummous to mclude as an appendix" 

Ttus change has been made 

Comment P. 2-10, par 4, h e  1 "Co" should be " C O  

Response "Ius change has been made 

Comment P 2-14, par 3, last sentence Venfy wlth Bob Fiehweg, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc ,966-6632, that 
h s  statement is true If not, revse text. 

Response' The EG&G contact m&cated that dscharge procedures for Pond C-2 have changed a number of 
tunes recently and are sull bemg resolved with the agencies responstble for regulatmg the 
&scharges Because Pond C-2 is not mstrumental D OU9, the referenced passage has been 
removed from the text 

Comment 

Response This change has been made 

P 2-15, last par, h e  3 Insert "approximately" before the hydraulic conducttvity value 

Comment P 2-17, par 1, h e  1 See comment for p 2-15, last par, lme 3 

Response Thls change has been made 

Comment. P 2-17, par 1, last sentence How can thls be acknowledged but not ~UanhtattVely defined 
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Reword or delete from text. 

Response The referenced passage has been reworded 

Comment. P 2-17, Sec 2 4  1 Are these chemcals hsted m the closure plan based on the waste analyses 
desnrbed on page 2-41 

Response The Closure Plan does not specifically reference the some of thrs mformauon, but it Wely 1s a very 
general summatton of mformauon from a number of sources, mcludmg employee internews, premous OPWL stuhes, 
and general knowledge of RFP OpiXahOnS. Efforts wdl be made to ob- these waste transfer analyses d m g  
addmonal data compllaaon acttwues described m Secuon 7 2 4 pnor to the field invesugahon. 

Comment P. 2-20, par 3 Were release volumes calculated? If so, are the records avadable? State in text. 

Response Historical OPWL pipelme release documentatron somehmes c o n m  eshmates of release volumes These 
volumes typically represent the Merence between quanhty of waste slupped and quanaty received Addbonal data 
compdauon acuvihes wdl focus both on waste transfer records and htoncal release documents to better determme 
the range of volumes that typically were mvolved m known OPWL pipehe releases. If necessary, the conceptual 
model esumate of 500 gallons for a "typical" release wdl be revised It IS acknowledged m the text that reported 
release volumes wdl be bused towards larger, more catastropk or sudden release episodes "he 500 gallon eshmate 
ls mtended to take gradual, less volurmnous releases mto account The conceptual model (Sechon 2 5) and FSP 
(Sechon 7 0) have been rev& to clanfy thrs 

Comment P 2-21, par 1, last sentence Tlus 1s a scopmg task The results of ths effort should be m the 
work plan 

Response See response to P 2-2, par 3, last sentence 

Comment P 2-21, Sec 2 4 3 1, par 2, hne 1 Is "soil" truly sod as defined by a sod scienust? If not, it 
should be r e f e d  to as vadose zone or geologc matenal We do not want to compare the 
background data from geolopc mated wth that from true sod 

Response The Background Charactemahon Report referenced here took background values h m  unsaturated Rocky 
Flats Alluvium, which 1s referred to as "soil" m the work plan The text and Table 2 7 have been revised to reflect 
thls 

Comment 

Response This change has been made 

P 2-22, 3rd bullet, last line Insert sedunents and biotap) 

Comment 

Response These dmnages are considered part of the "OU9 envmns" desmbed m the referenced passage 

P 2-22,5th bullet Add both the Woman and Walnut Creek dramages 
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Comment P 2-23, last sentence What about the chemical waste analyses d m b e d  on page 24'7 

Response Efforts wdl be made to o b  these analyses dunng addmod data compdatmn acuwues Because the 
level of detad 111 these analyses IS unknown, the sentence referenced 111 this comment has been removed It IS 
beheved, however, that the waste transfer analyses were very focused and lmited to pnmary conmnants of concern 
111 the waste stream. pnmanly mhonuchdes (and somehmes only gross alpha and beta) They are therefore expected 
to provide only a general idea of the waste stream contammants 

Comment. P 2-24. Sec, 2 5 2, h e  6 Insert sedments and biota(?) 

Response ThIS change has been made 

Comment P 2-24, Sec 2 5 2 1, bullets Add Wets  for corrouon and breakage (see page 2-19) 

Response ThIS change has been made. 

Comment P 2-25, h e  1 Add "unless pondmg occurred" after "trench matenals" Also conslder 
mcompahbhty between pipehne matenal and enclosed flwds. Incompahbbty could have led to 
a release 

Response The hkehhood of pon&ng occumng m trench matenals 1s considered very unbkely g~ven the relauvely 
permeable nature of the trench fill matenals However, the Phase I InVeShgatIOn s not hmted to trench mateds 
alone The posslbhty of pondmg, and resultmg infd&ihOn of IKihVe sod, wdl be addressed m techmcal memoranda 
for mdmdual sites where Stage 2 sod samplmg m&cates the need for further mveshgauon 

Incompaubihty between pipehe mated and pmess wastes are one mecharusm through whch corrosion can occur 
Corrosion IS addressed m the bullet 1st at the bepnmg of rh~s secuon 

Comment P 2-25, last par, h e  3 Dlscuss the ongm and just&auon for thu factor of 1 5 m the text. 

Response T ~ I S  number is sunply a safety factor mtroduced to the conceptual model to accommodate uncermnues 
in the nature and behavior of OPWL pipehne releases It does not have a mathemaucal or StatJShcal bass because 
of these uncertrunaes 

Comment. P 2-26, Sec. 2 5 2.2, bullets Include a bullet for m u o n  or breakage. Should also conslder 
compaubihty between tank mated and conmned flluds Incompahbhhes could have led to 
releases 

Response The bullet hst idenMies areas of the tanks subject to corrosion (e g , base of tank) and breakage (e g , 
cold 301nts and smctural seams) Incompahbrlity between pipehne matenal and process waste are one mechamsm 
through whch corrosion can occur 

Comment P 2-26, Sec 2 5 3, 3rd sentence Include potend receptors m the Woman and Walnut creek 
dramages which may be mpacted by groundwater and/or erosion of contaminated soil 
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Response Woman and Walnut creeks are considered to be mcluded m the OU9 enmns referred to in thls 
sentence. 

Comment 

Response The reference to Sechon 1 1 has been removed m response to thls comment 

P. 2-26, Sec 2 5 4. "hu pnmary goal IS not described as an objechve in Sectton 1 1 

Comment. Table 2.5 State If the smgle hydraulic conducttay values are average values (e g , mean, medm, 
etc.) or appromate values 

Response Ths mfonnatton has been added to Table 2 5 

Comment. 

Response This change has been made 

Table 2 6 State the source(s) of the OPWL waste stream characmzahon 

Comment 

Response The acid referred to is perchlonc (Hclo,) 

Table 2 6, 1st p a s  For BulQng 123, HClO, should be HOO' 

Comment F i w  2-4 Hrghlight the OPWL It does not stand out adequately 

Response "hI.S change has been made 

Comment Figure 2-8 What about sedments and biota? Include m figure 

Should there be a h e  wth an m w  that bypasses surface water above and left? 

Response Sdments and biota have been added to the figure The placement of the suggested h e  and arrow was 
not clearly understood, however, a h e  does bypass surface water m connectmg the release mechamsm (leaks, spdls 
and overflows) k t l y  to receptors. 

Comment Figure 2-9 Include fugttve dust and sedunent m surface water 

Hrghhght the bedmck/alluvial mterface beneath the water table 

Response These changes have been made 

Comment. P 3-1, par 1 Why is it not appropnate to Qscuss achon-speclfic and lOCattOn-speclfiC ARARs 
m this work plan? 

Response EG&G currently is assessmg ARARs, includmg achon-spe.cIfic and locatton-specific ARARs, on a site- 
wide bass The results of thls assessment wdl be applred to the OU9 IIIVeShgatIOn as appmpnate 
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Comment. ARARs Tables Add the followng ARQRr 

1) DOE order 5400 5, m u o n  Pmtecuon of the Pubhc and the Enmnment 

2) Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

3) M~gratory Bud Treaty Act (MBTA) 

4) Fish and Wlldhfe COordmahOn Act -A) 

The latter three statutes have speclfic COnSultahOn reqmments with the U S fish and Wlldhfe 
Semce Note that the ESA and FWCA are hsted m part 11 of the EPAs CERCLA Comphce 
wth Other Laws Manual (EPA/540/G-89/009) 

Response. The ARARs sechon mcluded m the OU 9 Work Plan IS a standard~~ed d~~cussion whch has been 
developed with mput from EPA and CDH and is mcluded m each OU work Plan Per discussions with EG&G, the 
ARARs secuon may be revlsed to mopra t e  the ARARs identdied m this comment. 

Comment P 5-1, par 4 Reword last sentence 

Response llus change has been made 

Comment. P 5-3, Subtask 1 Personnel interviews, an OPWL ate walk and contacang personnel m fachty 
Operattons should have been perfmed dunng scopmg I suspect much of the data compllauon 
and evalwon could also have been performed dunng scopmg 

Response It ongmally was intended that the OPWL Closure Plan would provide all mformaaon necessary for 
plannmg the OPWL field mvesugauon It became apparent d m g  preparahon of the work plan that the Closure Plan 
mfurmahon was insufficient for ths purpose Potenaal addmonal sources of mformahon were idenhfied, but the 
informahon could not be reviewed and mcorporated mto the work plan u n h  the IAG mllestone schedule for OU9 
For ths reason, the addmod data compdauon xhvihes descnbed m Secuon 7 2 4 will be conducted pnor to the 
field ~VeShgahOn The text has been revised to better explam the need for add~bonal data complatton Also, the 
data WmpihhOn IS no longer descnbed as an RFI/RI task, but is planned to precede the RFURI 

Comment P 5-4, par 1 The detaded health and safety plan is a scopmg acuvity and should accompany this 
work plan as requued by the NCP 

Response The NCP assumes that the work plan IS prepared by the enhty that wlll eventually unplement the plan 
In thls case, a contractor was tasked with prepanng the work plan but not wth unplemenmg it, and it was not 
appmpnate to prepare a health and safety plan for the unplemenmg contractor The health and safety plan will be 
developed by the contractor that conducts the OU9 RFWU 

Comment P 5-4, par 4 If groundwater IS encountered III a pipelme test pit, a groundwater grab sample 
should be collected Add this to the text. 

Response The text m Secuons 5 3 2 2 and 7 3 1 1 has been revised to mclude collecuon of groundwater samples 
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d groundwater is encountered m test pits 

Comment. P. 5-5, Sec 5 3 4 Add surficial sod samphg lmhons where liqwds appeared at the ground 
surface, abovegrade tanks and on-grade tanks 

Response The FSP wdl target known locahons of past OPWL pipehe and tank releases, mcludmg areas where 
releases are known to have unpacted surface sods Surface sod samples wdl be collected from each test pit and soil 
bomg lo~attm, 8~ lllusaated 111  figure^ 7-3 and 7-6 

Comment P. 5-6, Sec 5 3 4 2 For shallow tanks and pipehnes, conslder sod bonngs at a 45 degree angle 
to o b m  samples below the structures 

Response Angled bonngs were considered dunng preparahon of the FSP, but input from dnlhg contractors and 
expenenced field personnel mdtcated that the logshcal problems associated with angle dnlhg were not worth the 
possible benefits It 1s believed that sigruficant leakage from underground tanks and pipehes will be detectable m 
soils (and parhcularly m beddmg matenals) collected from verhcal boreholes dnlled close to these structures 

Comment P 5-7, par 1, hne 2 Insert sedunents 

Response T ~ I S  change has been made 

Comment. P 5-7 Add Sechon 5 3, Groundwater C h a r a C w h O n  I recommend that a lrrmted groundwater 
charactenzatton be conducted m the Phase I RFI/lU This should mclude groundwater grab 
samples when posslble dunng test pit eXcaVahOn of pipelmes and tanks In addIhOn, groundwater 
samples should be collected at appmpnate locahons from sod b g s  usmg the BAT system as 
m OU 7 The parameter 1st should m m r  the sods and vadose zone matenals Include these 
tasks m the work plan 

Ttus mihal groundwater charactemauon wdl be valuable in developing a Phase 11 RFURI Work 
Plan for a possible detarled groundwater inveshgat~on The raaonale for hmited groundwater 
samphg dunng Phase I should be included m the text 

The FSP (SeChOn 7) wll need to mcorporate this addmod task also 

Response Per dtscussions between EG&G and DOE, the fundmg allocated for the OU9 Phase I RFI/RI cannot 
support a Iunited groundwater charactemahon Also, CDH and EPA have mdtcated that they consider groundwater 
samphg to be outside the scope of the Phase I mveshgatton and will not reqm DOE to perform groundwater 
chanractemon as part of Phase I. Groundwater samples wll be collected in pipeline test pits that encounter 
groundwater (see response to P 5 4, Par 4 comment) 

Comment P. 5-7, Task 6 A paragraph on dose dCulahOnS conslstent with DOE Order 5400 5 and Chapter 
10 of EPAs ksk Assessment Guide Document for Superfund should be mcluded in the text for 
radionuclides 

Response References to the DOE and EPA documents that shall be used for calculahon of committed effechve dose 
eqwvalent have been added to Sechon 8 1 of the text 
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Comment P 5-8, par 3, item no 1 Replace with "Data cOkCUOn/EVdUahOn (IdenWicatton of contaminants 
of concern) " 

Response Thu change has been made 

Comment. P. 5-8, par, 3, item no 5 Delete smce uncemty analysis should be lncluded m each of the 
above four categones Uncertrunty analysls should be Cfiscussed m the text. 

Response Uncertamty analysls has been deleted from Item No 5 and the &sussion has been moved to Secuon 
8 2 4  

Comment P 5-8, par 4. h e  1 Insert "and the NCP" after "As stated in the IAG " 

Response Thls change has been made. 

Comment P 5-8, par 4, item no 1 Insert "future or potenhal" after "Current 'I 

Delete items no 2 and 3 since they are not part of the BRA 

Response These changes have been made 

Comment P 5-8, par 5 Task 7 should be initwed dunng scopmg and should be done concurrently with 
al l  RFURI phases This 1s true for altemauve development and screening and IS required by the 
NCP The text should be rev& to reflect this aChVity 

Response The text m Sechon 5 6 and the RFURI schedule in Figure 6-1 have been revlsed in response to thls and 
other comments 

Comment P 5-8, Sec 5 7 1, lme 2 Add dmen t s  and biota 

Response Sedunents were added as requested in this comment. Because the referenced text refers to remedml 
technolopes. it was considered lnappropnate to include biota in the Ckscussion 

Comment P 5-10. par. 2, line 5 Add d m e n t s  and biota. 

Response Sexbments were added as requested m thls comment. Because the referenced text refers to remednl 
technologies, it was considered mappropnate to include biota in the Ckscussion 

Comment P. 5-10, par 4, h e  5 Add sedments 

Response Thls change has been made 
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Comment P. 5-13, 2nd bullet Add S ~ I C I ~  S O I ~  

For the 3rd bullet, add imhal groundwater charactenzahon 

Response Surficlal sods are part of the surficd geology (vadose zone sods) referenced in the 2nd bullet. Per 
dmussions between EG&G and DOE, the fundmg allocated for the OU9 Phase I RFI/RI cannot support a hited 
groundwater charactenzahon Also, CDH and EPA have md~cated that they consider groundwater samplmg to be 
outside the scope of the Phase I mveshgmon and wdl not reqm DOE to perform groundwater chanractenzmon 
as part of Phase I Groundwater samples wdl be collected m pipehe test pits that encounter groundwater (see 
response to P 5 4, Par 4 comment) 

Comment Table 5 1 Add cappmg 

Response Capplng was already mcluded under the General Response Achon of " C o n m e n t "  

Comment Figure 6-1 Include bar for the basehe nsk assessment Thls wdl need to extend to the left far 
enough to mclude enwonmental eVduahOn field achwhes, some of whch were conducted dunng 
SOP% 

Extend development/screetung of remedtal dtemahves to the left conslstent wth project plannmg 
for comphance wth the NCP 

Response A bar for the basehne nsk assessment has been added Development and screenmg of dtemhves has 
been extended to the left to be consstent wth NCP project planxung 

Comment P 7-1, Sec 7 1, par 2 The informahon in the tlurd sentence should also be presented early m 
the text regardmg not conducong mveshgahons under buddmgs 

Response Thls mformahon has been added to Sechon 2 2 2 m response to thls comment 

Comment P 7-1. Sec 7 2 1, lme 1 Replace "an iterahve" wth "a staged." 

Response- Thls change has been made 

Comment P 7-2, par 3, h e  3 Replace "contammahon plume'' wldl "verhcal and honzontal extent of sod 
contammahon 'I 

Response Thls change has been made 

Comment P 7-2, Sec 7 2 2 The laboratory program for OU 9 should conslst of the following 

1) VOCs - screen with sod gas and portable GC Use mobde laboratory for sod gas samples 
with hts. sod samples, wipe samples and groundwater samples The mobile lab should 
use a GC-MS 
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2) serm-VOCs - use mobde laboratory with GC-MS 

3) metals - use off-slte laboratory with two-week turnaround 

4) ra&onuchdes - use mobde laboratcny 

5) other morgamcs - use mobile laboratory If possible 

Five to ten percent of the samples should be spht w~th a contract laboratory. 

DQO analysis levels for mobde laboratones should be at least level IV 

Contact John Dick, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc for assistance with desipng a mobile laboratory 
program at 966-5960 

Response Although moblle laboratory facihhes are bemg considered for analyhcal support of Rocky Flats OU 
inVeStIgahOnS, thelr use has not yet been approved for th~s purpose, and then inclusion m the OU9 FSP IS consldered 
premature at t h ~ ~  tune h d y h G d  work m support of the OU9 RFI/RI, mcludmg sample turnaround umes and QA 
levels, will be conducted under the analyucal program spelled out m the GRRASP If mobile laboratones in use 
at the hme of the OU 9 RFI/RI, the FSP wdl be revised as appropnate 

Comment P 7-3 to 7-5 The followmg aChViUeS are mpmg m nature and should have been completed pnor to 
developing ttus work plan 

1) data cornpilauon (Sec 7 3 1) 

2) site walk (Sec 7 3 1 1) 

3) interwews and record searches (Sec 7 3 1 2) 

4) histoncal release reports (Sec 7 3 1 3) 

Response It onpnally was mtended that the OPWL Closure Plan would provide al l  UIformahOn necessary for 
plannmg the OPWL field mVeShgahOn It became apparent dunng preparauon of the work plan that the Closure Plan 
informahon was insufficient for this purpose PotentEd ad&trod sources of informatron were idenMied, but the 
informahon could not be reviewed and mcorporated mto the work plan withm the IAG mllestone schedule for OU9 
For this reason. the ad&honal data compilauon aChViUeS descnbed m Secuon 7 2 4 will be conducted pnor to the 
field InVeShgatIOn The text has been revised to better explam the need for addmonal data compilauon Also, the 
data compilahon IS no longer descnbed as an RFI/RI task, but is planned to precede the RFI/RI 

Comment P 7-6, bullets Add a bullet for grab groundwater samples and BAT system samples 

Response Per &scussions between EG&G and DOE, the fundmg allocated for the OU9 Phase I RFURI cannot 
support a llmited groundwater charactenzatlon Also, CDH and EPA have mQcated that they consider groundwater 
samplmg to be outslde the scope of the Phase I mvesugahon and will not reqm DOE to perform groundwater 
chanractenzauon as part of Phase I Groundwater samples will be collected m pipeline test pits that encounter 
groundwater (see response to P 5 4, Par 4 comment) 
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Comment P 7-6, par 3 All radIolog~cal surveys should be conducted with a hgh-punty Germanium, 
gamma-ray detector. Ron Reunan, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc ,966-5946, should be contacted for 
mput to thls work plan r egdng  surface radIoachwty surveymg 

Response SOP FO 16, "Field Racbolognl Measurements," spells out the scope and qumments of prework 
ra&ological surveys at borehole locmons, mcludmg necessary mstrumentahon Thls SOP is mcorporated by 
reference mto the FSP as appropnate 

Comment P 7-7, par 1. Grab samples and BAT system samples of groundwater should be collected for 
analysls This should be referenced m the text of the work plan 

Response' Per dscussrons between EG&G and DOE, the fundmg allocated for the O W  Phase I RFURI cannot 
support a llmited groundwater charactemahon Also, CDH and EPA have mdcated that they consider groundwater 
samplmg to be outside the scope of the Phase I mveshgahon and will not r e q m  DOE to perform groundwater 
chanractemon as part of Phase I Groundwater samples will be collected m pipeline test pts that encounter 
groundwater (see response to P 5 4, Par 4 comment) 

Comment P 7-7, Sec 7 3 2 2, h e  1 Smce preluIllnary assessment has a specific m m n g  under CERCLA, 
I recommend that this sentence be rephrased 

Response Thls change has been made 

Comment P 7-7. last par Consider the use of angled bomgs for sod samples where appmpnate 

Response Angled bonngs were considered dunng preparahon of the FSP, but mput from d d h g  contractors and 
expenenced field personnel m&cated that the log~~tlcal problems associated with angle ddhg were not worth the 
possible benefits 

Comment P 7-10, par 2 The work instruchons and inspechon form for tank i~spechOnS should be 
presented m the work plan 

The site-speclfic Health and Safety Plan should mclude confined space entry procedures, etc 

Response Data management for the OU9 RFI/RI will be performed by the contractor that unplements the work plan 
Forms or other methods of rmrdmg the data wlll be developed by the Implemenhng contractor The sife-specfic 
Health and Safety Plan will hkewise be developed by the unplemenhng contractor 

Comment P 7-11, par 1 Add a bullet for a grab groundwater sample If adab le  

Response Grab groundwater samples wll be collected from test pits that encounter groundwatec the text m Secaon 
7 3 1 1 has been revised to mdcate this 

Comment P 7-11, Sec 7 3 3 2, lme 1 See my comment for p 7-7, Sec 7 3 2 2, lme 1 

Response Thls change has been made 
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Comment P 7-13, par 1 Add grab and BAT system groundwater samples 

Response Per Cllscussions between EG&G and DOE, the fundmg allocated for the OU9 Phase I RFW cannot 
support a lmited groundwater charactemon Also, CDH and EPA have md~cated that they consider groundwater 
samplmg to be outslde the scope of the Phase I mveshgahon and wdl not reqm DOE to perfonn groundwater 
chanractenzahon as part of Phase I Groundwater samples wll be collected in pipeline test pits that encounter 
groundwater (see response to P 5 4, Par 4 comment) 

Comment 

Response See response to P 7-13, par 1 comment 

Table 7 2 Add both grab and BAT system groundwater samples 

Comment. Figure 7-3 Change contammant plume to contammated sod m examples 1 and 2 

A BAT system groundwater sample should be depKted 

Response "Contaminant plume" has been changed to "contammated soil " See response to P 7-13, par 1 comment 
regardmg BAT system groundwater samphng 

Comment Figure 7-6 Change contamrnant plume to contammated sod m examples 1 and 2 

For example 1, a grab groundwater sample should be collected In addmon, a BAT system 
groundwater sample should be depicted. 

Response "Contaminant plume" has been changed to "contammated soil " See response to P 7-13, par 1 comment 
regardmg BAT system groundwater samplmg A grab groundwater samples from test pits which encounter 
groundwater IS now depicted rn the figure 

Comment P. 8-1, 1st bullet. Change to Data CollecttonEvaluauon (idenhficahon of contaminants of 
concern) 

Response Text has been m(xbfied to Data Collecuon/Evaluahon 

Comment P 8-1, last bullet Delete Uncemty analysis should be mcluded 111 each of the above four 
bullets 

Response Text has been m d f i e d  by delehon of uncertamty analysis bullet 

Comment P 8-1, par 2 Begm a new paragraph with the sentence bepnnmg with "Figure 8-1 *' 

Response Text moddied to reflect new paragraph 

Comment P 8-1, par 2 Add a bullet for release mechansms 
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Response A bullet for release mechamsms has not been added unce the 2nd bullet covers release mechanms 

Comment. P 8-1 Include a paragraph on dose calcdahons consistent wth DOE Order 5400 5 and Chapter 
10 of RAGS 

Response A paragraph on dose calculauons conslstent wth DOE Order 5400 5, Chapter 10 of RAGS and Federal 
Gwdance Report No 10 and No 11 has been added 

Comment P 8-2 
CollecttorvEvaluauon Process, not as shown in the text. 

IdenMicauon and descnptton of contammants of concern is the output of the Data 

Response Title of Secbon 8 2 has been changed to Data Collecuon/Evaluauon 

Comment P 8-3 InsertPhaseIbeforeRlWRI 

Response Phase I has been mserted before RFvRI 

Comment P 84, 2nd senes of bullets The upper tolerance interval descnphon should mclude both a 
pmbablllty statement for alpha and the propomon of the populatton Reme text accordmgly 

Response It is felt that changmg t h s  bullet will not add to the understandmg of the text and therefore it has not 
been m d f i e d .  

Comment P 8-5 The bullets at the top of the page are redundant with the text on page 8 4  and should be 
deleted This second procedure has not been agreed to by the RFP Ruk Assessment Technical 
Worlung Group. 

Add a SeChOn 8 2 4 on uncemnty m data collechon/evaluauon 

Response The process of selecmg COCs and TICS is presented m such a way that there IS a lot of room for 
flexibhty This SechOn should remam in the text as it IS part of the overall nsk assessment process and should be 
included m the RFyRI Workplan as a defined task 

Secuon 8 2 4 has been added that descnbes uncemnty in data collectton/data evaluatlon 

Comment P 8-5, hne 1 Add "under botb current and potenhal future con&ttons" to the 1st sentence 

Response Thu change has been made m the sentence that leads into the bulleted 1st 

Comment P 8-5,2nd senes of bullets Add the following two bullets 

1) idendy release mechamsms 

2) esmate mtake 
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Response llus change has been made 

Comment P 8-7, h e  1 and par 2, lme 1 Add "chemical-spec&" before factors 

Response Thu change has been made 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

Comment 

Response 

OU9respme 

P 8-7, Sec 8 3 5 Add "and the results of contaminant fate and transport modelmg" to the first 
sentence 

"hIS change has been made 

P. 8-8, par 2, hne 1 Delete the word "basic " 

Add 'and/or numencal" after analyucal 

These changes have been made 

Change second sentence to read "Reasonable efforts will be made to mlIumlze the vanance of 
model output " 

Delete the thud sentence as it is probably not achievable 

These changes have been made 

P 8-10, part. 2, h e  4 Change "nearly" to "nearby " 

Ths change has been made 

P 8-10, last hne Should "Stamucal samplmg" read "staasttcal simulauon?" 

"hIS change has been made 

P 8-11, par 1 Delete the word "not" in hne one 

Delete the words "magnitude and extent" 111 lme two 

These changes have been made 

P 8-11 and 8-12 Include a secuon on uncertrunty analysis for the toxicity assessment. 

T ~ I S  change has been made 
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P 8-13 Tfus secuon should be included III sechon 8 5 on nsk charactenzahon 

“hIS change has been made 

P 8-13,hd to last h e  Change necessary to posslble 

Thls change has been made. 

P 8-13, last h e o  Delete the phrase “If a vigorous analysls is requued.“ 

More deml is needed on quanhtatlve uncemty analysis planned for the BRA at OU 9 

The referenced phrase has been deleted. Derad about quanhtauve undertamty analysls has been 
added to Secuon 8 5 1 

Figure 8-1 A bullet for evaluahng uxmxtamty should be lncluded m the boxes for data wllectaon 
and evaluahon, exposure assessment and toxlcity assessment 

Include a bullet for fate/transport modehg III the exposure assessment box 

The exlshng bullets in the exposure assessment box cover the topic of fate/aansport modehng 
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